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Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


^Tfifo, Rll+Nd (T*n 

(4»iW4» 3fk3rftRm1wT) 

M 25 2012 

^T- 3045.—fl<^K Tffi^KI fc;<r<rft Efiflq hJH-H 

1946 (194625)^t^R16 
^ 77T«I ‘9f3cT 5 ^ff ^WTT (1) £RT '5RrT ?lfa7F?f =FT 3l4TL 
^ ^ TPq FR37R, TJf (^5-V) fcf^FT, Wp; ctf 

37f^J^TTR. W19 (13)/Tjf-5/20111^fR»21 2011 

■glTT 9TRT WFffl $ 'jfrPFf F2?R RfaTrFTqT, f^TcTf-MTcf^T 
(TRRSTFT) ff VkoI'H I860 (1860 qff 7?. 

45) ¥t STTO 147, 148, 149, 153-1*, 354, 336, 436, 379 sfo 
120-^t ^ 3T#T riRRTT 4 149/11 rfSJT 

aRnRsw STOTTS ^ TRTO 3 RT ^1 7RT£ MTO, cT«n 
^T5f CT«TT Ifc sFR 3 ^TT <T«qf £ 

^ SFRm Rf 3TTO«ff 3R^nr ^ ^ far* f^# 

^RT 7^1 Mil ^ Ff^Rt ^T| f^WR 

7TOTH TT^7 ^ 3 wt f I 

f^T.TT. 225/65/2011-T^St-II] 
TRffa^N, 3TcR-Rf^ 


MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC 
GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 25th September, 2012 

S.0.3045. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishement Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 1946), 
the Central Government with the consent of the State 
Government of Rajasthan, Home (Gr. V) Department Jaipur 
vide Notification F. 19(13) Home-5/2011 dated 21st 
December, 2011, hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction 
of the members of the Delhi Speical Police Establishment 
to the whole of the State of Rajasthan for investigation of 
Case No. 149/11. under sections 147,148,149, !53-A,354, 
336,436,379 and 120-B of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (Act 
No. 45 of 1860) registered at Police Station Goplalgarh, 
District Bharatpur (Rajasthan) and attempts, abetments and 
conspiracies in relation to or in connection with the above 
mentioned offences and any other offence or offences 
committed in course of the same transaction or arising out 
of the same facts. 

[ F. No. 228/65/2011 -AVD-II] 
RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy. 
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pfrffrpfrt, 26 fTTPFR, 2012 

■^1.311. 3046.—*K°FK pd<£KI fr^ TrfpPTT -HT^rfT, 
1973 (1974 SlffrffrPR fr.2)pfrVTIT24Prt'3P- 

pttt (8) srt ptr ^iffrdfri pp pfrfrr prp §p tsr 

491/07, 507/07, 517/07, 
529/07 PPT 3TR.frt 7 (^)/2003-T^.3^.^.~4/^.^. (Tjfrt 
■R^RIT PpvTT fFTT frFT) fr ^FT 3T c ftFT fr. 31/08 frl frfrP fr 
7T?JT 3FP HRd) frt '3pfr -H^«5 'ft rt^TT TTTt PTfrfW ft, TR«£ 
pfrp fr frt.sr.^jfr pft frft fr -RRFtt fri tNiph frg ?ft tofr 
ojKntt, psfrRfrSpfr fri’sfrP -SR^R 11 ! ®pTt cf ffrfrP frlPT 3rffrfrl*RF 
frt FP if pppz TOt 11 

[RR.fr. 225/10/2012-p.frT.frl.-IIl 
TFjftR frp, 3TRT 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2012 

S.O. 3046 —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (8) of section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (ActNo. 2 of 1974), the Central Government 
hereby appoints Shri Sidharth Luthra, Advocate as Special 
Public Prosecutor in Criminal Appeals Nos. 491/07,507/07, 
517/07,529/07 and 31/08 arising outofRC 7(S)/2003-SIC.IV/ 
ND (Ms Madhumita Shukla murder case) in the 
Uttarakhand High Court at Nainital and other matters 
connected therewith and incidental thereto. 

[F. No. 225/10/2012- AVD-H] 
RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy. 


^i^fcFR, 3044R tHI4 i c Ki 
RRTPP 17 ffrTFF, 2012 
fr. 07/2012-13 

RP.3TT. 3047. —3TFFt 7 fTPm, 1962 frl tWT 2 FT P frl 
7T!R 3TFTRT7 afrfrfWT, 1961 (1961 RP 43^t) pfr PRT 
10 fr 13^(23 frT) frtTOPl (vi) fr £RTPTP ?if<=KifripP'5!frRr 
3PPPR STTppp, WFR iplpgKt 2012-13 

pfr 3tp\ fr ffrfr ptffrp *TR1fr fr 'HKcilP ffrpdfl 

Tllfrffr frt 'Ml4>fd frfr fr 1 

2. PPlfr ffr TTffrffr 3il<t3vt Pi4H 1962 fr ffr-TH 2 frtpfr 
7TTO RFTTP 37mR 3TMfrRT, 1961 frl PEI 10 fr 
(23 frl) frlWTKl (vi) frPIPElfrfr SfpTPPPfr pfr I 

[fr. ^33T3n/343TT3TT/C5. )/RRT/10(23frt)(vi)/2012-13] 

pfrrsr ppri. ^37 pttppe stfjpp 


OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF 
INCOME TAX 

Jaipur, the 17 th September, 2012 

No. 07/2012-13 

S.O. 3047. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-clause (vi) of clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) read with rale 2C A of the Income- 
tax Rules, 1962 the ChiefCommissioner oflncome-tax, Jaipur 
hereby approves "Bhartiya Samajik Vikas Samiti, 
Jaipur" for the purpose of said section from A.Y. 2012-13 
& onwards. 

2. Provided that the society conforms to and complies 
with the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of clause (23C) of 
section 10 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 read with rule 2C A 
of the Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

[No. CCIT/JPR/Addl. CIT (Hqrs.)/10(23C)(vi)/2012-13] 

BRIJESH GUPTA, Chief Commissioner oflncome-tax 

ffrrt MfrvRT 
(THTPffrHTP) 

(PlfrclP 34Tppp fr<fa '3PTK frfal 
PP frpl PE, frl MK1 frld) 

frlRTel, 24 2012 

frW 02/20l2-4frRT^) (Pp/fr.) 

PPSTT. 3048.—-frfrTl PIrPT SlffrffrRT, 1962 frt *TRT 152 
fr 3PpfrT POT fpPTP, ffrP PPlPfP PRP 7KPP7 £R1 '7(171 
TiTsR T 33/94-^141 (RTO) 01-07-94 

^ 31^46 H^tT Vl , n j W' 4 l ^ y4t J l 

3T1^RT, ^'^FJ TSTRK, TTlRT PlRTPl 

^ffrnvT P7CTT1 137RT f. 114, 115 117 WR-«F*frn, 

%R-^7T^31MTvT, f^fcTT-RiPfldl, Tp^-R«7 ifffr ^1 

TRRlT ^r=FT 3lfq1frPR, 1962 frRT-9 ^ BFPffl TTlRT 

’EflfeicT "^1 

[PR.fr. IV( 16)42-Tech/CCO/BZ/2012] 
P7T.frI.P7T. frmfrfrl, 3pp^T 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Revenue) 

(OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER 

CUSTOMS, CENTRAL EXCISE & SERVICETAX, 
BHOPAL ZONE) 

Bhopal, the 24th September, 2012 

No. 02/2012-CUS (NT) 

S.O. 3048. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
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Notification No. 33/94-Customs (NT) dated 01-07-1994 of 
. the Government of India, Ministry of Finance, Department 
of Revenue, New Delhi, as amended, issued under Section 
152 of the Customs Act, 1962,1, S.K.S. Somvanshi, Chief 
Commissioner, Customs, Central Excise & Service Tax, 
Bhopal Zone, Bhopal hereby declare Khasra Nos. 114,115 
& 117 ofVillage-Bandhora, Post-Karsualal, Distt-Singrauli 
in the State of Madhya Pradesh as warehousing station 
under Section 9 of the Customs Act, 1962 for the Limited 
purpose of Private Customs Bonded Warehouse. 

[F.No. IV (16)42-Tech/CCO/BZ/2012] 

S. K. S. SOMVANSHI, Chief Commissioner 

fa'll*!) 

M fa?#, 24 fadWI, 2012 

^iT.'STT. 3049.—4T7cffa 34 srffrpPTT 1955 (1955 44 
23) # *471 19 4 (4) 5T7T ¥lfad4 ^7 #fa ^ 

IT. 4fafa 737447, Wfa ffafa 34 4 WHf 4, 

4 (^P3 faf«T: 16-09-1963) 4t 34^ 

3l4341#r 37W 

33*# 34^4}^, 4 *rK44 7^3444fafa 

fj 4 3 iipHd 

4>ld1 % i 

[44.73. 3/30/2010-44-1] 
3T477lf4? 

(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 24th September, 2012 

S.O. .3049—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of Section 19 of the State Bank of India Act, 1955 
(23 of 1955), the Central Government, in consultation with 
Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri Harichandra 
Bahadur Singh (DoB: 16-09-1963) as a part-time non-official 
director on the Central Board of Directors of State Bank of 
India, for a period of three years, with effect from the date 
of notification of his appointment or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

[F.No. 3/30/2010-BO-I] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

#fa^#, 25 fftdHI, 2012 

41.331. 3050.—TF^fa^d ( W* Ref 

7434, 1970/1980 44^3 4W^g(l) 47im4fed, 344.1( 1 


## T4 334lTT 3frR°l) 37frifWl, 1970/1980 4t 

471 9 4tTW7T (3) 47^(73) 5T7TTT4 Vlfad4 44 "SRfrf 
^4 IT 444 717477, Td<dKI, 4 ^77741 fa fo l fr , 

41 4r4 r*j#44 4° 4 rir 47 

cTc^Tel Wm 4 #7 33*# 33^1 rRT 33H1T 34 4 Pfcm 

4 Tft'frK £RT #*34 fa^l4 4 7*4 3 4*34 11 

[4T.73.6/3/2012-44-1] 
fa^FlBcdlfaT, 3347 73f44 

New Delhi, the 25th September, 2012 

S.O. 3050—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (b) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 
1970/1980, read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 of the 
Nationalised Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, 
hereby nominates Shri Mustafa Mohammad, Director, 
Department of Financial Services, as Government Nominee 
Director on the Board of Directors of Andhra Bank with 
immediate effect and until further orders vice Smt. 
Madhulika P. Sukul. 

[F.No.6/3/2012-BO-I] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

44?#, 28 RldMI, 2012 

41.3H. 3051.—4*11 PHIH 3lfaf4m, 1956 (1956 
44 31 ) 4r qm 4 sro #*4 4t t4*t ^4 |t 444 
717447, T^17T, 4 STT^fa RmiH, 77f4j, snfsfa. fa'll*! 

4t 4 33T7* J|fHMd47^477T74MWT4^3fa3T#33fa4 

T4, 3=k1 fa*T*3 4 73474 4 ^4 Piytd «F7rft % I 

[44.71. 14/3/2003-441-IV] 
##T 447, Pfa*l4 (4*3T) 

New Delhi, the 28th September, 2012 

S.O. 3051.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 4 of the Life Insurance Corporation Act, 1956 (31 of 
1956), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Arvind 
Mayaram, Secretary, Department of Economic Affaris as 
Member of the said Corporation vice Shri R. Gopalan, with 
immediate effect till further orders. 

[F.No. 14/3/2003-Ins. IV] 
LALIT KUMAR, Director (Insurance) 
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(TM^Wh) 

^ 5 PHdWT 2012 

^T.SIT. 3052.—!MdP4<h Stffwt (WT 3ftr 

^T) 1948^t*TO2^Tsfe(^>) 

^RTORtfrKgRI 5TT 3TRcT^hrft 3fk # 
m pudwt, 2012 mu ^ 7M<£diciffi, mw 3 

3Tf^TRt ^ Wf ^ felT TfTf^^Trl f I 

pR.2l. 4330/01/2006] 
3TTC/£. ^CHp^T, 3FR ETfsFl («hUj<rK) 

MINISTRY OF EXTERN AL AFFAIRS 

(CPV DIVISION) 

New Delhi, the 5th September, 2012 

S.O. 3052.—In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorize Shri Amal Chowdhury and Sri Manoranjan 
Sahu, Assistants, Embassy of India, Warsaw to perform 
their duties of Assistant Consular Officers with effect from 
5 th September, 2012. 

[No. T. 4330/01/2006] 
R. K. PERINDIA, Under Secy. (Consular) 


rtfe), Tara sfrt *r4*iPh4> mmu 

(394l4tff faNFT) 

( VKdl-H HR<+) ^tl) 

30 33W, 2012 

TR 3TT.3053.-—FTIcffa FFR1 ^ frPIri, 1987 7 

^ 49PH4H (1) ^^(m) ^ SFJFRTF WETriTT^^a 
3Tf^Rjf^RT ^>T?TT % I^UT 'HTTcff^T ^TPT^tT ^ 




St 

FlTftm^KdDqi4 , -+(4jt) 

Rl '‘TKtffa HH4> gPT 


d. 

Wl, 3jfc 

3lfrT?F>fhcT MRttfat 4R4> 




^xrorrnrR/i, qfeqfrt 
■?t, qtt ths4i sfb ^ 


(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 


1. JIT^rm 1599:2012/-3TT^'q^3Tr 3Tlf TtF 31-07-2012 

7438:2005 UlfoR> tWJf'SET 1599 : 1985 


fFf ’HKtfl'H HM«t) 4 Pi 4 ! I 'HKdV-t HM4 «^<1, HH'+v 

9 ^f^eft-110002, 

4.H4>ld!, ‘g**! m WTsE 4>wfd4l: 

31^H<NI< ^TTUk 4»V4Hd<, 7 FWl, 

^ 57 , fffjt, tot, rpt Pd^d^i^n n fasFt 

3/21-80] 

it. ^tPtsf l f m qrp (wtir) 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND 
PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 

(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 30th August, 2012 

S.O. 3053.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule. 
(1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the 
Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the 
date indicated against each: 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. and Year of the 

No. and year of Indian 

Date 

No. 

Indian Standards 

Standards, if any, 

of 


Established 

Superseded by the 

Established 



New Indian 




Standard 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

IS 1599:2012/ISO 7438:2005 IS 1599 : 1985 

31-07-2012 


Metallic materials— 
(Third Revision) 

Bend Test 



Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar'Marg, New Delhi- 110 002 and Regional 
Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref.: MTD 3/T-80] 
P. GHOSH, Scientist D and Head (MTD) 

11 PHdMt, 2012 

^>1.311.3054.—'iRdtri •HH4) ^0 PriNH, 1987 ^> pF-tH 7 

-SHpl^H ( 1 ) op <3-5 (TsT) of 3T(4k u l F FRcfril HM°b 

wm t fa fan mm RFfai m 

^ Rfqfa 'R fan m % n wfar 1 7 Uf t:— 





fRmi—W 3 (ii)i 


6 , 2012/gnf^T h, 1934 
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sF.’ TSTTfTrT RRcfa UH^'C^) 

R*t RRtftR REWgRl 

fuNci 

R. RftRTsR, 

StfcIRdRRRTRfa RTCRT 

F, R>t W94l 3ffc R4 

m 

O) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 3TH} T3R/3TTf ^ Rt 60044-1: — 31 STTRt. 2012 

2003 ?iwh RFI1 


FT RKRTR RTR=fi? TrfcRTt RK#R RTRR7 ^JTT, RTRR7 

wi, 9 w Rpf, Rf f^ft -110 002 , 
RTTfeff : R^ R^WIRT, R^Vl?, %Rf, 7f<^ W 
7TK3TRRRfcFTt : 3TFTRM^, 4 J ldfU, RtRTcT, ’^mi, 

Tprt, l<KMI 4 , WJ 7 , 4 >H^, RFEfr RRRT, ^ cf«n 
3 fajFT RR^T 11 

pffaf : 34/£t~26] 

37R. Rt. ^ (fg^ETd+Hl+1) 


R|f^?ft, 11 fadMt, 2012 

RTT.^n. 3055.—RTTtffa RTRR> fRRR, 1987 ^ tWT 

7 ^ RRfRRR (I ) ^ TsT5 (7^) ^ 3Rp7F 3 RRcfaf RTRRT <2$ 
W&KI 3^^fRd RR7TT f % f^Ff RRcftR RPT^f RR f^RF 
^ STJTJTfl 3 Ml RTTI f 3 **TTfRR t M f:- 


3T^t 


?F>. R#RT RRtfa RR^(^l) 

R^RIRfaRFRFFR 

R#TR 

R. TTtWTT, 

3 fcfhRRRcflRREFP 

f?rfR 


3 TRRT RRSfff, 



F, Rft R 7 IRT 3 ttr 


(0 ( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 


1. 3TT^ RR/3T?t t RT 60079 - 31 2011 

( RTR 29/373RTH 2) : 2007 
1I1IW RFT 29 %T 
4^4. ^TRVPT 2 ^dHyftd 

TlRf 3^ftr 3ll«w1'sH R> fcrli( 

RRpRft W\ TO, R>#1I»H 
RRPT afa <«KtSM 


New Delhi, the 11th September, 2012 

S.O. 3054.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
(1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 
1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that 
the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued: 


FT RRcfa RHdil W\ RfM RRrfa RTRRT 0$, RH^T RcR, 
9^1^W^RRFt, Rfl^vTl-110 002, t^RRTP#TRl ; 

R?IH4T(fll, ^F^kS, %Rf, ^d R«JT TTFsH RHRtvPff: 
STFT^IRI^, RRcfo, 4tRTeT, RvPP^C, ^KNK, 

RHRy, RFFJC, RRRT, ^ RRT td^ddnll^H A fW %g 
RWKftl 


SCHEDULE 

SI. No. and Year of the No. and year of the Indian Date 

No. Indian Standards Standards, if any, of 

Superseded by the Established 
New Indian 
Standard 

0)_ (2) (3) _ (4) ~ 

1. IS/lEC 60044 (PART 1) : 2003 — 31 August, 2012 

Instrument Transformers Part 1 : 

Current Transformers 


Copies of these Standards are available for sale with 
the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional 
Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, 
Mumbai and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, 
Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati* 
Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, 
Thiru vananthapuram. 

[Ref.:ET34/T-26] 
R.C. MATHEW, Scientist ’F and Head (Electrotechnical) 

3^8 <377 > 1 - x 


:i$ 22/3-81] 

3TR. Bt ^ (f^rPFfcfft) 

New Delhi, the 11 th September, 2012 

S.O. 3055.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
(1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 
1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that 
the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. and Year of the No. and year of the Indian 

Date 

No. 

Indian Standards 

Standards, if any, 

of 



Superseded by the 

Established 



New Indian 




Standard 


0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

I. 

IS/IEC 60079 (Part 29/Sec 2): — 31 December, 2011 


2007 Explosive 

Atmospheres 



Part 29 Gas Detectors Section 2 

Selection, Use And Maintenance 
of Detectors for Flammable Gases 



and Oxygen 




Copies of these Standards are available for sale with 
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the Bureau of Indian Standards, ManakBhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: 
New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and 
also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 


Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiru vananthapuram. 

[ Ref.: ET22/T-81] 
R.C. MATHEW, Scientist ’F & Head (Electrotechnical) 


14 2012 

TT.W. 3056. —EJW( 9HI U H ) trlWf, 1988 ^ faflTE (4) (5) 3TJETrTE EKtfh HIW 

3T^0ffEcl EETT t ITT f^FT ^ fTTTT 31^41 ^ TR t, 3 TT iTR TR t 

3Tf$£srt 


WTT 

WIT 

dtww 

*41+1 ETTT Eff 
fdf*T 



E1ET 

PFi 



01. 

1-9951506 

22-08-2012 

■$. + Kpld WE, WtE+hI-HI 

r?.* ... j , _, _ , 

THRIf cFTRTT- 

14151 

02 

2008 




wt, w +) w, whrjt, 

Ry+rdl hi?h 







tWTT^W-123021 

ETH 2 EFE ^41 oil 







(?ftWT) 

HKrfl^f+rfN 




02. 

L-9951405 

27-08-2012 

4 +h 2-4 (ifwn)m 


12701 


1996 




PmihL 7t5, PR WUcfT, 

Mlfid+ df+Rl 







fwi wtl 








(ijfPTFTT) 





03. 

L-9951304 

27-08-2012 

■4. 4* Ml 

+ W if^+jl+d 

9537 

03 

1983 




tt5, W1 +|pfl +"W 

nrn 3 







f^flPVRei-121102 

+-dqvy atlE 







(^fTpn) 

$+)4fd'l ^fdlT-lc-H 





[E. ElmS!/13:ll] 
PE- %ifTTr ‘pet’ tte (Tpritsh) 


New Delhi, the 14th September, 2012 

S,G. 3056. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given 
in the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licences No. 

CM/L-Grant Date 

Name and Address of the 

Licensee 

Title of the Standard 

IS No. 

Part. 

Sec. Year 

01. 

L-9951506 

22-03-2012 

M/s. Kargil Pipes, Ateli-Kanina 
Road, Near Bus Stand, Salimpur, 
Ateli Mandi, Distt. 
Mahendragarh-123021 Haryana 

Irrigation Equipment- 
Sprinkler Pipes- 
Part 2 Quick Coupled 
Polythylene Pipes 

14151 

02 

2008 

02. 

L-9951405 

27-08-2012 

M/s. Kalash Containers, (India) 
Pvt. Ltd., Nizampur Road, 

Village Paraala, Bahadurgarh, 

Distt. Jhajjar, Haryana. 

Rotational Moulded 
Polyethylene Water 
Storage Tanks 

12701 


1996 

03. 

L-9951304 

27-08-2012 

M/s. Mangla Polymers, Rasulpur 
Road, Near Railway Crossing, 
Distt. Palwal-121102 

Haryana 

Conduits for Electrical 
Installation Part 3 

Rigid Plain Conduits 
of Insulating Materials 

9537 

03 

1983 


[No. CMD/13:11] 
M.K. JAIN, Scientist ‘F & Head (FDO) 
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19 farRR, 2012 


New Delhi, the 19th September, 2012 


^T. 3fT. 3057.— ’RRtfa RFRFT ^ 1987 ^ 7 

^ (i) ■$ mz cm) # sfjto 3 wh rfrf ^ 

'Relcom toi t mm rprt t fami 

3T^ 


S.0. 3057.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) 
of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the 
Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the 
date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


wifar wdto 

ti. 

HH«b fJRI 

Wlftcf 

m 

•iifcishfHct 'IH.tfN •IRof* 
3t«RI HH«t, <lfd +1$ 
tr, wn 3ffT ^nf 

0) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. IS 15932 (WT1): 2012 

3flr tpfr 7 !—■flfa 

VFT 1 PtJR 

-> . \ f 


31 31W, 2012 


TR RTCcffa RFR7 Wt Wfa 'RFT47 RFRF 

9 m\, 110002 , $#q^rp#pfr ^ 

<=SM<bk1l rT«TT 7IR3T : 

RtRlel, gs^cR, 'jqiSlil, 

^ 33 , RTPFJJ, RFFJ*, RRT, cWfT 3 fasfrt 


|7T^: ^3f/TF3R5f] 

^T. 3TOW, W$3 ( fa fa cH frsflPufl ) 


SI. No. and Year of the No. and year of Indian Date 
No. Indian Standards Standards, if any, when 

Established Superseded by the Established 

New Indian 
Standard 


0)_(2)_ (3) (4) 

1. IS 15932 (Fart 1): 2012 Selection — 31 August, 2012 

and Use of Various types of 
Lignocellulosic Panel Products 
-Code of Practice: Part I 
Medium Density Particle 
Boards 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi -110 002 and Regional 
Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore,, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[ Ref.: CED/Gazette] 
D. K. AGRAWAL, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (Civil Engg.) 


^ teft, 24 tiM, 2012 

^T.3Tl. 3058 .—'HkoI'H fWT 1987 ^ fWT 7 (1) ^ WS (m) % 3(j(-RU| if sfRr f fef W ^JTT 

3Tf^^frtd =Mdl tf^f^FT RRtfcl RTWf ^ TJTTtRpf ^ fejqtvi RHl 3^-^-dl t^R 7 TP;t ^ ^sjTfRcf ff T TR t :— 




TT^fT 

F«TlfV?T RFRrf efr 

TTWTi, 

^ RTCcfa SRI ^farf-fad 

Wt^l RH43 RH4?!, RfR 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

mm 3 - 8482:1995 

- f^fW ('WT ^TTt^T) 


RldH(, 2012 

2 . 

7T7TT*R TOTT 2 - 14649:1999 


fWdM<, 2012 

3. 

TTTfTKR WTT 3 - 3TT^ RR 11487 ;1985 
mm ^ TTtf^rp rUtr 


ftfd^K, 2012 




fad^U, 2012 
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(2) _O)_ ( 4 ) 


4. TOfaRTEteU 4 -3^1^ 10655:1999 

5. 7E5R 2 - 3TT^FR 3988:1981 
7RR RE RTt fflWZ ('HF^TT ’gRfafW) 


6. 3400 (‘‘TFT l): 2012/3TffFRT 3TT 

37:2011 eKrRHlFjd <«1 ; S Ri fe^R^RT 
■q^ffFTi EFT 1 TER VltcRR l^fcT 7JR*F* 
RR REFT (rtaT'JTrta) 


7. 3T^RE 3400 (MPT 4): 2012/3e3fRT 37t 

FgfEET EFT 4 r^fR RER FETEF 3fk TTR 
FfFTtEF (EMIT 1 3 T Et^FT) 


8. 331^ FT3 3400 (EFT 6): 2012/33lf RET 34t 
1817:2011 R<r4Hl<ty1 TERRTFftSRF H-sfaFT 
EFT 6 RRT RE FRET RTF REFT (ETHE 
''fEtSFO 

9. 14648:2011 3ltl 

FRTEF RRM RTt TJSE 

Rfa tRlfFRT ■qfrSTT - FTt^RT MEET 
(^ET^EtaRT) 


10. 3^FR 15913:2011/3^lTR3Tt 

4671:2007 TE5 3fft VrllfEiRT ^ RET FR 

#3i rt^err - ^fr ^ siPTmt 

Ttr ^T R^El RE dM)$Ei RTF 5 ! RTf 


RT*5Ff! 


RTT? F*?f 


En$ 


Rp?FT?! 


^5* H$I 


F^FFf 


RT3F# 


Mfet 2012 


3TRR, 2012 


3FRR, 2012 


3TERT, 2012 


3FEF, 2012 


1WRT, 2011 


ET?, 2011 


F'&fcTET 

R EEcftE E#EFf/ ER R? f RE FfFET EEcftE ETFRT ETFRT ERF, 9 E^jcE W EFf, F^ fftrcTM 10002 
RTTRfaRi : F^MM RTEfREFT, ^cTETETFsTTRFEfaEt : 3^RRTRR, RE#*, ETFRF, *JEF?EE FTFFRcfr ^RTWRt, 

W^l, REF^T, FFT^, F3RT, ^ RET fRRRRRTT^R 3 Mfft tg FFFEEt 1 

[EF'ft : fM4M 7 (W) ] 


"51. (#Ecft) MfE fR 4«6, ^RlfRRT ‘EFT 1 FRF^ (’fti'Et^) 



fTOi—^re?3(ii)i 


6, 2012/3TlfNH 14, 1934 
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New Delhi, the 24th September, 2012 

S. 0.3058. —In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the amendements Indian Standards, particulalrs of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated. 

SCHEDULE 


SL 

No. 

No. and year and title of the Indian Standards 
Estblished 

No. and year of Indian Standards, 
if any, Superseded by the 

New Indian Standard 

Date of 

Established 

0 ) 

0 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

Amendment No. 3 to IS 8482:1995 

Colone—Specification (First Revisions) 

None 

September, 2012 

2 . 

Amendment No. 2 to IS 14649:1999 

S indoor—Speci fication 

None 

September, 2012 

3. 

Amendment No. 3 to IS 11487:1985 

Specification for Sodium Lauryl Ether 

Sulphate for Cosmetic Industry 

None 

September, 2012 

4. 

Amendment No. 1 to IS 10655:1999 

Rubber Steam Hose—Specification 

None 

September, 2012 

5. 

Amendment No. 2 to IS 3988:1981 

Specification for Guar Gum (first revision) 

None 

August, 2012 

6 . 

IS 3400 (Part 1): 2012/ISO 37:2011 

Methods of Test for Vulcanized 

Rubber Part 1 Determination of 

Tensile stress-strain Properties (third revision) 

None 

August, 2012 

7. 

IS 3400 (Part 4): 2012/ISO 188:2011 

Methods of Test for Vulcanized 

Rubber Part 4 Accelerated Ageing and 

Heat Resistance (third revision) 

None 

August, 2012 

8 . 

IS 3400 (Part 6): 2012/ISO 1817:2011 

Methods of Test for Vulcanized 

Rubber Part 6 Determination of the 

Effect of Liquids (third revision) 

None 

August, 2012 

9. 

IS 14648:2011 Microbiological 

Examination of Cosmetics and 

Cosmetic Raw Material—-Methods of 

Test (second revision) 

None 

December, 2011 

10 . 

IS 15913:201 I/ISO 4671:2007 

Rubber and Plastics Hoses and Hoses 

Assemblies — Methods of 

Measurement of the Dimensions of 

Hoses and the Lengths of House 

Assemblies 

None 

May, 2011 


Copy of these amendments/Standards are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 
Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi -110 002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[ Ref. :PCD/G-7 (Gazette)] 
Dr. (Mrs.) VUAY MALIK, Scientist ’F & Head (PCD) 
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24 ftflFSTC, 2012 

^FT.3*T. 3059,—'HKTPT PPRRF fTTE, 1987 
7 ^ (1) ^ W5 (71) ^ 3T3TR^T E HfWT HH«fi 

37ffeEjf^7! HKtfN HH«bt ^ f^cK u l 

5F. WffTT'MlW'l-M ^ MR#?ttfefS 17I TSJlfSRT 

■?{. ^ftWTT^3flT ^aTbd 'HKdld FH'+i tM«T 

HH<b\ 4 tJ| 

^ft wn afk ^ 

(1) (2) _(3)_ ( 4 > 

1 3^^1171:2011 3TT| 1171 : 1996 25-09 -2012 

efe* Trfm matt epee tope to, 

9 ^1^7 w *PTR EPf, ^ foreft-110002, ^fm TOT^foT^t: 
^ ’^ftd'E IcH, W ?1775T 

4T-lfrl4f : 3f£H<MK, 4'ldftr, '4NTO, ^T^J5, 

ijcii^lcil, ^•ucuq, TOPJT 'blTJC TET^T, HdT, fT 8 ^ 

[^^:WT#5/€r-3] 
Tft. (Wt^t) 


New Delhi, the 24th September, 2012 

S.O. 3059.— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
(1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau oflndian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the 
Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule here to annexed have been established on the 
date indicated against each :— 

SCHEDULE 


No, and year of Indian Date 

Standards, if any, oi 

Superseded by the Established 
New Indian 
Standard 


(1)_ {2} _ (3)~ ( 4 ) 

1 IS 1171 : 2011 Ferro IS 1171 . 1996 25-09-2012 

manganese -Specification 
(fifth revision) 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shall Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: 
New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and 
also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref.: MTD 5/T-3] 
P. GHOSH, Scientist T’ & Head (MTD) 


SI. No. and Year of the 
No. Indian Standards 
Established 


^ f^rcTT, 25 fadWt, 2012 

^T.Sn. 3060._’TRefta W ^JTT ( WFT) fafWf 1988 6 ^ (3) * 3 mm TOEE 

Liy<£KI ETJ ^iqi <Et TTdl t :- 

3T^E^(t 


HM+ 

wm 

MFl 

*3- 




"?TT^Tt 
-Trfa 1 ? 

^4>nhn 


3RIrR 

Wv 

i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

ii 

12 

1171 

_ 

— 

1996 

4!<1 Ho 4 N 

tt-ERI 

54000 

46000 

7 

ti41 

- 

11-05 2011 

1269 

01 

__ 

1997 

3^7 'eilft '-61^47 

100 

48000 

41000 

0.30 

Tnft 

- 

12 12-2011 






■qtzt 







1269 

02 

_ 

1997 

T^^r^TR 

100 

48000 

41000 

0,32 

73 41 

— 

12 - 12-2011 













3994 

— 

- 

1993 

«iTaei, 


45000 

39000 

0.60 

7P3T 

- 

03-08-2012 

4835 



1979 

^ fFTTT qTfdfdb!^ 


90000 

77000 

86 

tNt 

- 

02 - 01-2012 





TTiffe 







9972 

01 

- 

2002 

3lffd Tirm ^1 ^ teTTT 

if 1 +> TT 

29000 

25000 

1.20 


- 

12 - 12-2011 
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1 2 

3 4 

5 

6 7 


8 

9 

10 

11 12 

13849 

1993 

■sfft faHfllV 

n*t> tt 

69000 

58000 

0.90 


- 11-05-2011 

14394 

1996 

■ r _ f .ft 

UTZ-f^T ‘'leg'll 

12 ftt”? 36 ) 


43000 

36000 

27 


- 11-05-2011 

15683 

2006 

+i4+ifwi3lh7h^T 


96000 

82000 

9 


- 06-08-2012 

15786 

2006 



89000 

76000 

0.30 


~ 11-05-2011 


[U «Mil/13:10] 
T F*TR, ‘ *ft' ^ W4 (WJR) 

New Delhi, the 25th September, 2012 

S.0.3060.— In pursuance of sub-regulation (3) of regulation 6 of the Bureau of India Standards (Certification) Regulations, 
1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the Marking fee for the products given in the schedule :— 


SCHEDULE 

IS No. 

Part 

Sec 

Year 

Product 

Units 

Minimum Marking Fee 

Unit 

Units 

Remain¬ 

Effective 







Large 

Scale 

Small 

Scale 

Rate 
Slab 1 

in 

Slab 1 

ing 

Date 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

1171 

- 

- 

1996 

Ferro Manganese 

One 

Tonne 

54000 

46000 

7 

All 

- 

11 - 05-2011 

1269 

01 

- 

1997 

Wooven Metallic and Glass 

100 

48000 

41000 

0.30 

All 

- 

12 - 12-2011 





Fiber Tape Measures 

Meters 







1269 

02 

- 

1997 

Steel Tape Measures 

100 s - 

48000 

41000 

0.32 

All 

- 

12 - 12-2011 






Meters 







3994 

- 

- 

1993 

Bowl, Wash 

One 

45000 

39000 

0.60 

AH 

- 

03 - 08-012 






Piece 







4835 

- 

- 

1979 

Polyvinyl Acetate 

One 

90000 

77000 

86 

All 

- 

02 - 01-2012 





Dispersion Based Adhesive 

Tonne 











for Wood 








9972 

01 

- 

2002 

Automatic Sprinkler Head 

One 

4 

29000 

25000 

1.20 

AH 

- 

12 - 12-2011 





for Fire Protection Services 

Piece 
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iO 


11 


12 


1 35449 


14394 


15683 


15786 


1993 Specification for portable One 69000 

fire extinguisher dry powder Piece 
type (constant pressure) 

Including ECO Mark 

1996 Industrial Fasteners- One 43000 

Hexagon Nuts of Product Tonne 

Grade C-Hot-Dip 
Galvanized-Spccification 
(Size Range M12 to M 36) 

2006 Portable Fire Extinguisher- One Fire 96000 
Performance and Extinguisher 

Construction 

2006 Prelaminated Cement One 89000 

Bonded Particle Board Square meter 


58000 0.90 All 


36000 27 All 


82000 9 AH 


76000 0.30 All 


! 1-05-201! 


11-05-2011 


06-08 2012 


11 -05 2011 


[No. CMD/13:10] 

P. K. GAMBHIR, Scientist ‘G’ & Chief (Certification) 


9R <WlK 

5 fadHU 2012 

^T.3n. 3061—311^^1+ fac||< 1947 (1947 

14) ^Efl7 3)^FU U I 3 4^14 
tfaR «fhTT fTO, ^ WTcfa ^ TREg CE-lHEt 3fk 34^ 
^ 3fTdtf^T£F f^TR E 3t1siIPl<+> 

3Tf^P4/9fH TqpTlrPI, '4341^4^14 72 Tft/2008) 

Wf^R 4FTEft t ^ 21-8-2012 ^USTRT 

f 34 qT | 

[TT. 1^-17011/2/2008-3^ 3}R (TTR)] 
RR4 cTPI4t, 3 TcR 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 5th September, 2012 
S.O. 3061.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 72(C)/ 
2008) of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Patna now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of M/s Life 
Insurance Corporation of India (Patna) and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21 - 8-2012 

[No. L-17011 /2/2008-IR (M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO. Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL, PATNA 
Reference Case No. 72(C) of 2008 
Management of Life Insurance Corporation of India, 
Frazer Road, Patna (Bihar)-800001 and their workmen 
represented by the President, Bhartiya Jeevan Nigam 
Dainik Mazdoor Karmchari Sangh, C/o L.L.C. of India, 
Jeevan Prakash, Frazer Road, Patna (Bihar). 

For the Management: Sri Raju Rajak, A.O. (Estate), 

Patna Divisional Office, Patna. 
For the Workmen : Sri B. Prasad, Joint Convenor 

Co-ordination Committee of 
Union. 

Present:— Sri Harish Chandra Singh, 

Presiding Officer, Industrial 
Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, the 14th May, 2012. 

By adjudication order No.-L-I701 l/2/2008-IR(M) 
dated 21-07-2008 the Central Government (Government of 
India) Ministry of Labour, New Delhi referred under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred 
to as 'the Act 1 ) the following dispute between the 
Management of Life Insurance Corporation of India, Frazer 
Road, Patna and their workmen for adjudication to the 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 


M4* I *>■ « ’*■'!» -IMHftli ‘ t* "*l» fP'WITMM*" 


-tit. ■'"nr M,,n 


TT 




>•41* 4Mf< ‘ 


f4PTII-—'*sP^3(ii)l 
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"Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Patna in terminating the services of 
S/Shri Murari Prasad and Ram Prasad is just and 
legal? If not, what relief the workmen are entitled to?" 

2. Workmen Murari Prasad and Ram Prasad have filed 
joint statement of claim praying therein to answer the 
reference in their favour directing the management to 
reinstate them with full back wages. The case of Murari 
Prasad is that he was appointed by the competent authority 
in March, 1995 as Guest House Care Taker. He served the 
management as such from March, 1995 to 27-02-2007. The 
case of Ram Prasad is that he was appointed as Pump 
Operator by the competent authority in the year 1995 and 
continued service till 17-03-2007. Their case is that 
termination of their services amounts to retrenchment 
within the meaning of Section 2(oo) of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 as their services have been terminated 
without any stigma. They served the management more 
than 240 days continuously within 12 calendar months 
immediately before the date of termination of their services. 
Thus they are entitled to get benefits of Section 25 F of 
the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. They were not served 
any notice regarding their termination nor paid one month 
wages in lieu thereof. The management did not pay any 
amount as retrenchment compensation required U/S 25 F 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. The management did 
not observe the theory of last come first go as provided in 
section-2 5 G of the I.D. Act. At the time of termination of 
services of the workmen an Industrial Dispute with regard 
to payment of wages (equal pay for equal work) of the 
workmen including the concerned workmen was pending 
before the conciliation officer. The management terminated 
the services of the concerned workmen without seeking 
approval from the authority where the Industrial Dispute 
was pending. Such permission was required U/S 33(1) (b) 
or Section 33(2) (b) of the Industrial Disputes Act. Further 
their case is that they are President and Secretary of 
Bhartiya Jeewan Beema Nigam, Danik Mazdoor Karamchari 
Sangh and they made pairvi before Hon’ble Supreme Court 
in such capacity in a case pending there for absorption/ 
regularisation of services of daily wages employee 
including them. In the capacity of office bearers of Bhartiya 
Jeevan Beema Nigam Dainik Mazdoor Karamchari Sangh 
(hereinafter referred to in short as Karamchari Sangh) they 
used to fight with the management for Welfare of the 
members of Karamchari Sangh and ventilated the 
grievances of the workmen. In that connection they 
submitted scores of representations and letters and lead 
agitation etc. Their case is that the management terminated 
their services illegally and arbitrarily in retaliation. Their 
claim is that being office bearers of a Trade Union they are 
protected workmen. Further their case is that though their 
services are daily rated, they have right to their post 
because the question of regularisation/absorption of their 
services are pending before the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
of India. They have further stated in their pleadings that 


their service record are neat and clean. Further their case 
is that they have not been served any order from the 
management regarding termination of their services in 
writing. They have been removed from service only by 
oral order. After their termination they raised Industrial 
Dispute which has been referred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

3. The management of Life Insurance Corporation of 
India have filed their written statement. It has been admitted 
in written statement that both the workmen were engaged 
by LIC as daily-rated worker. Workmen Murari Prasad was 
engaged as a daily-rated worker in LIC Guest House situated 
within the campus of Patna Divisional Office of LIC. 
Workman Ram Prasad was engaged as daily-rated worker 
at LIC staff quarter, Fraser Road, Patna for looking after 
water supply etc. Case of the management is that both the 
workmen were found involved in activities prejudicial to 
the interest of LIC. On 26-02-2007 the management of LIC 
decided to take keys of LIC Guest House from Shri Murari 
Prasad and for that purpose a committee of five senior 
officials was set up. When the committee reached the Guest 
House along with a copy of the office order, 
Shri Murari Prasad refused to hand over the keys of LIC 
Guest House and subsequently he called out his aides to 
resist the management from taking keys of the Guest House. 
The members of the committee were assaulted and beaten 
by Murari Prasad and his associates. This incident was 
reported to the police and police registered a case against 
the Murari Prasad and another employee of LIC. After 
investigation police found the case true and submitted 
charge sheet against Murari Prasad and another and that 
case is still pending before a magistrate court. Further 
case of the management is that Ram Prasad was also found 

to have aided the anti-establishment activities of 

\ 

Shri Murari Prasad. The case of the management is that 
such as incident of indiscipline was not tolerable for any 
disciplined organization and as such the LIC had no other 
option but to disengage them with immediate effect. 

4. In the light of the pleadings of the workmen as well as 
management following points are required to be decided in 
this reference. 

(i) "Whether the workmen have proved that they have 
worked for 240 days continuously within 12 calendar 
months immediately before the date of termination 
their services to?" 

(ii) " Whether the services are Shri Murari Prasad and 
Shri Ram Prasad were terminated by way of 
punishment for their Act of indiscipline and if so 
whether it is just of legal?" 

(iii) "To what relief the workmen are entitled to?" 
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FINDINGS 

5. Issue No. (i) At the very out set it is made clear 
that the management has not contested the claim of the 
workmen on the ground that there are not daily-rated worker 
or they have not completed more than 240 days ot work 
with TIC within 12 months immediately before the date ol 
termination. In the written statement filed by the 
management it is admitted that both the workmen 
Shri Murari Prasad and Shri Ram Prasad were engaged as 
daily-rated worker by the LIC. Murari Prasad was engaged 
to look after Guest House and Ram Prasad was engaged 
look after the work of Water Supply in the staff quarter of 
LIC. Workmen have also proved by oral as well as 
documentary evidence that they worked as daily-rated 
workers but their wages were paid on monthly basis. W. W.- 
1 Rain Prasad has stated that earlier he used to get @ Rs. 25 
per day and later on he was paid @ Rs, 95 per day. He 
worked for LIC continuously from 1995 to 2007. He was 
removed from service from 17-03-2007. Workman Murari 
Prasad examined as W.W-2 has stated that he has started 
to work on the orders of Manager. Earlier he was paid @ 
66.48 per day. He used to get Rs. 25 as over time also. Total 
Rs. 91.48 was paid to him. He has also proved some 
documents regarding Payment of Wages by the 
Management which are Exts.W/10, W/10-1 upto W/10-23. 
Similar vouchers are W/4 series also which are W/4 upto 
W/4-27. Ext. W/5 and W/6 are not directly related to these 
two workmen but are regarding rate of payment to daily 
rated workmen. 

Having considered the pleadings of the parties and 
the evidence discuss above I have come to the conclusion 
that the workmen have proved that they worked with LIC 
as daily rated worker and they were paid wages also as 
daily rated worker. These facts are not disputed and have 
been admitted by the management in the paragraph-3 of 
their written statement. In the light of aforesaid discussions 
of evidence and pleadings logical conclusion goes that 
the workmen have proved that they worked 240 days or 
more within 12 calendar months immediately before 
termination of their services. 

Issue No. (ii) :— The case of the workmen is that 
then services were terminated without any stigma and 
therefore it amounts to retrenchment within the meaning of 
section 2(oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. They were not served 
any notice. They were not given any termination order. 
The case of the management is that the workmen indulged 
in grave misconduct of indiscipline for which criminal case 
has been registered against them. Workman Murari Prasad 
who was looking after LIC Guest House refused to give the 
keys of Guest House to five senior officers of LIC who 
were deputed to collect the keys from him. Murari Prasad 
along with his aids assaulted the officials ot LIC. Criminal 
case i.e. Kotwali Case No. 88/2007 was registered and after 
investigation police submitted charge sheet against Murari 


Prasad and Rakesh Ranjan Sinha u/s 341/323/504/506 of 
I.P.C. which is pending for trial before a magistrate. The 
case- of the LIC is that these two workmen were removed 
for there Act of indiscipline. 

Witnesses of management M.W.-l Golok Bihari 
Mallick, M.W.-2 Ajay Kumar, M.W.-3 Prafulla Kumar Sethi, 
M.W.-4 Vikash Kumar Choudhary all have supported the 
case of the management regarding act of indiscipline by 
Murari Prasad. M.W.-2 Muran Prasad himself has admitted 
in his cross-examination in paragraph-18 & 20 that five 
officers went to him to collect of keys of Guest House but 
he didn't handover the keys because they did not give any 
written order but in the same breath he has admitted that 
he didn't receive the keys of the Guest House in writing. 
Again he stated that he didn't give the keys of the Guest 
House because keys there being collected to remove him 
from the service. Report of the occurrence given to the 
police is Ext. M/8 and charge sheets Ext. M/9. It appears 
from Ext. 14 and Ext. 17 that a complaint case was filed by 
the Murari Prasad against Birendra Kumar Sinha, Prafulla 
Kumar Sethi, Ajay Kumar, Golak Bihari Mallick, Bikash Kumar 
Choudhary and Shiv Nath in which cognizance of offences 
under section 323, 341 and 504 of the Indian Penal Code 
was taken vide order dt. 27-02-2007. This complaint was 
regardmg incident which etc. place at 7 p.m. on 27-02-2007 
at LIC Guest House. The Hon’ble Court vide order 
dt. 07-05-2010 passed in Cr. Misc. No. 4759 of2008 quashed 
the order to cognizance. 

All the above discuss evidence, facts and 
circumstances indicate that there was grave misconduct of 
indiscipline on the part of workmen Murari Prasad and 
Ram Prasad. But the manner in which they were removed 
or disengaged by LIC is not permissible in law. Howsoever 
grave the misconduct may be, workmen can be removed 
only after complying with the provisions of the l.D. Act. In 
this case workmen were engaged by oral order and they 
were disengaged or removed by oral order without any 
order in writing. Provision of u/s 25 F of the I.D. Act were 
admittedly not complied with. 

Removal or disengagement of both workmen, 
though result of grave misconduct, was not by way of 
disciplinary action. Had it been so, it would not have 
been covered under definition of retrenchment u/s 2(oo) 
of the I.D. Act, 1947 which excludes the removal from 
service by way of disciplinary action from the definition 
of word retrenchment. In this case the management has 
come forward with a case that the act of indiscipline on 
the part of workmen was not tolerable for LIC and they 
were disengaged with immediate effect. But no disciplinary 
action appears to be have taken. It is interesting to note 
that according to Ext. M/10 disciplinary action was taken 
against another person named Rakesh Ranjan Sinha W'ho 
was also involved in the same occurrence of assault on 
five senior officers. In his case regular departmental 
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enquiry as envisaged under sub-regulation (2) and (3) of 
regulation 39 of the LIC of India (Staff) Regulations 1960 
was dispensed with. Show cause notice regarding proposed 
penalty of dismissal from the service was served upon him. 
Perhaps because Murari Prasad and Ram Prasad were daily 
rated employees no such disciplinary proceeding was taken 
against them. No order of their dismissal was issued. No 
order of their disengagement was issued. They were simply 
disengaged without any written order and without any 
compensation and without any compliance with the 
provisions of the I.D. Act. 

It is well settled that if a workmen has worked for 240 
days or more in any Industry within the 12 calendar months 
immediately preceding the date of his termination he is 
entitled to protection provided under I.D. Act. Admittedly 
no compensation u/s-25-F was paid to them therefore, 
termination of their service is neither lawful nor just and 
proper. 

It has been pleaded by the workmen in their written 
statement of claim that an Industrial Dispute regarding to 
payment of wages (Equal pay for Equal work including 
that of these two workmen) was pending before the 
conciliation officer. The management terminated the service 
of these two workmen without seeking any approval from 
the authority where the Industrial Dispute was pending for 
conciliation. Such approval was necessary section 33(1) 
(b) or 33 (2) (b) of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. The 
case of the workmen is that termination of services of these 
two workmen is liable to be set-aside on this ground alone. 
Inspite of these pleadings there is no evidence in this 
regards. Both workmen examined as 
W. W-1 (Ram Prasad) and W. W-2 (Murari Prasad) have not 
stated anything regarding any Industrial Dispute pending 
for conciliation before any authority. No document has 
been filed to indicate that any Industrial Dispute was 
pending for conciliation before any authority. 

There is a further plea by the workmen that a case 
relating to absorption/regularization of daily wages 
employees including to these workmen was pending before 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India. They were office bearer 
of Bhartiya Jeevan Bima Nigam Dainik Mazdoor Karamchari 
Sangh and made pairvi before the Supreme Court. No 
documents have been filed to support this plea. There is 
no oral evidence also on this plea. There is no evidence 
oral or documentary to indicate that these two workmen 
were office bearers of any trade union or Bhartiya Jeevan 
Bima Nigam Dainik Mazdoor Karamchari Sangh. These is 
no evidence that any case was pending before Hon’ble 
Supreme Court. 

Workmen have relied the decisions of the Supreme 
Court in Anoop Sharma Versus Executive Engineer, Public 
Health Division No. 1, Panipat (Haryana)-2010-III L.L.J-1 
(S.C.). In this case the Hon’ble Supreme Court held that no 
workmen employed in an industry continuously for not 


less than one year under an employer can be retrenched by 
the employer until the conditions enumerated in clause (a) 
or (b) of the section-25 F of the I.D. Act, 1947 are satisfied. 
Compliance of these conditions is mandatory and non- 
compliance thereof renders the retrenchment of an 
employee nullity. Relevant part of the judgement of Supreme 
Court may be quoted as under here. 

Section 25-B, which defines the term ‘continuous 
service’ and Section 25-F (a) and (b) of the Act, which 
mandates giving of one month’s notice or pay in lieu thereof 
and retrenchment compensation to the workman whose 
service is sought to be terminated otherwise than by way 
of punishment or in accordance with the express terms 
incorporated in the order of appointment, read as under: 

25-B, Definition of continuous service—For the 
purposes of this Chapter, 

(1) a workman shall be said to be in continuous service 
for a period if he is, for that period, in uninterrupted 
service, including service which may be interrupted on 
account of sickness or authorized leave or an accident 
or a strike which is not illegal, or a lock-out or a 
cessation of work which is not due to any fault on the 
part of the workmen; 

(2) where a workman is not in continuous service within 
the meaning of clause (1) for a period of one year or six 
months, he shall be deemed to be in continuous service 
under an employer— 

(a) for a period of one year, if the workman, during a 
period of twelve calendar months preceding the date 
with reference to which calculation is to be made, 
has actually worked under the employer for not less 
than— 

(i) one hundred and ninety days in the case of a 
workman employed below ground in a mine; 
and 

(ii) two hundred and forty days, in any other case; 

(b) for a period of six months, if the workman during 
a period of six calendar months preceding the date 
with reference to which calculation is to be made, 
has actually worked under the employer for not less 
than— 

(i) ninety-five days, in the case of a workman 
employed below ground in mine; and 

(ii) one hundred and twenty days, in any other 
case. 

Explanation. - For the purposes of clause (2), the number 
of days on which a workman has actually worked under 
an employer shall include the days on which— 

(i) he has been laid-off under an agreement or as 
permitted by standing orders made under the 
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Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) Act, 1946 
(20 of the 1946), or under this Act or under any other 
law applicable to the industrial establishment; 

(ii) he has been on leave with full wages, earned in the 
previous years; 

(iii) he has been absent due to temporary disablement 
caused by accident arising out of and in the course 
of his employment; and 

(iv) in the case of a female, she has been on maternity 
leave; so however, that the total period of such 
maternity leave does not exceed twelve weeks. 

25-F. Conditions precedent to retrenchment of 
workmen.-No workman employed in any industry who has 
been in continuous service for not less than one year under 
an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until. 

(a) the workman has been given one month's notice in 
writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and the 
period of notice has expired, or the workmen has been 
paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period of the 
notice; 

(b) the workman has been paid, at the time of 
retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent 
to fifteen days' average pay for every completed year of 
continuous sen'ice or any part thereof in excess of six 
months 

( c ) *** *** *** 

An analysis of the above reproduced provisions shows 
that no workman employed in any industry who has been 
in continuous service for not less that one year under an 
employer can be retrenched by that employer until the 
conditions enumerated in Clauses (a) and (b) ol section 
25-F of the Act are satisfied. In terms of Clause (a), the 
employer is required to give to the workman one month’s 
notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment 
or pay him wages in lieu of the notice. Clause (b) casts a 
duty upon the employer to pay to the workman at the time 
of retrenchment, compensation equivalent to fifteen days' 
average pay for every completed year of continuous 
sendee or any part thereof in excess of six months. This 
Court has repeatedly held that Section 25-F(a) and (b) of 
the Act is mandatory and non-compliance thereof renders 
the retrenchment of an employee nullity-State of Bombay 
V. Hospital Mazdoor SabhaAIR 1960 SC 610:1960-I-LLJ- 
251, Bombay Union of Journalists V. State of Bombay AIR 
1964 SC 1617:1964-I-LLJ-351, State Bank of India UN. 
Sundara Money AIR 1967 SC 111: (1976) 1 SCC 822:1976- 
I-IXJ-478, Santosh Gupta V State Bank of Patiala AIR 1980 
SC 1219: (1980) 3 SCC 340:1980-II-LLJ-72, Mohan Lai V. 
Management ofBharat Electronics Ltd. AIR 1981 SC 1253: 
(1981)3 SCC 225: 1981-II-LLJ-70, L. Robert D' Souza V. 


Executive Engineer, Southern Railway AIR 1982 SC 854: 
(1982) I SCC 645:1982 330:1-LU, Surendra Kumar Verma 
V Industrial Tribunal AIR 1981 SC 422: (1980) 4 SCC 443 : 
198 l-I-LLJ-386, Gammon India Ltd. V. Niranjan Das AIR 
1984 SC 500: (1984)1 SCC 509 :1984-I-LIJ-233, Gurmail 
Singh V. State ofPunjab (1991) I SCC 189: 1991-II-LLJ-76, 
and Pramod Jha V. State of Bihar AIR 2003 SC 1872: (2003) 

4 SCC 619:2003-II-LLJ-159. This Court has used different 
expressions for describing the consequence of terminating 
a workman’s service/employment/ engagement by way of 
retrenchment without complying with the mandate of 
Section 25-F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as 
abinitio void, sometimes as illegal per se, sometimes as 
nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal 
semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that termination 
of service of an employee by way of retrenchment without 
complying with the requirement of giving one month's 
notice or pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of 
Section 25-F(a) and (b) has the effect of rendering the 
action of the employer as nullity and the employee is 
entitled to continue in employment as if his service was 
not terminated. 

Applying the law laid down by Hon'ble apex court in 
Anoop Shanna Versus Exective Engineer, Public Health 
Division No. 1, Panipat (Haryana). 1 have come to the 
conclusion that in this case also the retrenchment of the 
services of workmen Ram Prasad and Murari Prasad are 
hit by non-compliance of section 25-F’ of the I.D. Act. 

A few more decisions have been cited by the workmen, 
Decisions in Dhirendra Chamoli and another Versus State 
of U.P. and Surinder Singh and another versus The Engineer 
in-chief of CPWD are on the point of equal pay for equal 
work which have no bearing on this case. Another 
decisions cited by the workmen is Mineral Exploration 
Corporation Employee's Union Versus Mineral Exploration 
Corporation and another. This is also about the 
regularisation of workmen engaged for long years. 

In this reference the question for equal pay for equal 
work and regularisation is not subject matter of reference 
for adjudication. Therefore, these decisions cited by the 
workmen arc of no use for them. 

However in the nut-sell, having considered the evidence 
as discussed above I have come to the conclusion that 
the workmen Murari Prasad and Ram Prasad worked for 
more than 240 days within 12 calendar months immediately 
preceding the date of termination of their services and 
therefore they were entitled to retrenchment compensation 
u/s-25-F of the I.D. Act. Admittedly they were not given 
notice of retrenchment and no retrenchment compensation 
as stipulated u/s-25-F I.D. Act was paid to them. As such 
termination of services of Murari Prasad and Ram Prasad 
is not just and legal. 
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Issue No.-(iii) Now aforesaid findings leads us to the 
next question as to what relief the workmen are entitled to. 
The prayer of the workmen is that the management be 
directed to reinstate them with full back wages. In this 
connection again reliance has been placed by the workman 
on Anoop Sharma Versus Executive Engineer, Public 
Health Division No. 1, Panipat (Haryana) 2010-III-LLJ-I 
(SC), in which the order of the Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Panipat directing the reinstatement of the 
appellant was set aside by the High Court. However the 
Hon'ble Supreme Court set aside the order of the High 
Court and restored the order of the Indistrial Tribunal cum 
Labour Court. It appears from reading paragraph-10 & 11 
of the judgement that the judgement of the High Court 
was set aside by Hon'ble Supreme Court on other grounds. 
Recent trend of decisions by the Hon'ble apex court is 
that relief by way of reinstatement with back wages is not 
automatic even if termination of an employee is found to 
be illegal or is in contravention of the prescribed procedure 
and monetary compensation in lieu of reinstatement and 
back wages in cases of such nature may be appropriate. 

In this regard reference can be made to (i) Senior 
Superintendent,Telegraph (Traffic), Bhopal Versus Santosh 
Kumar Seal & others A.I.R. 2010 SC 2140. (ii) U.P. State 
Brassware Corpn. Ltd. & Anr Versus Uday Narain Pandey; 
(2006) 1 SCC 479: (AIR 2006 SC 586 AIR SC W 6314) (iii) 
Uttaranchal Forest Development Corpn. Versus M.C. Joshi 
(2007) 9 SCC 353: (2007) AIR SCW 7305) etc. 

In the case of Jagbir Singh Versus Haryana State 
Agriculture Marketing Board and Another (2009) 15 SCC 
327 (AIR 2009 SCC 3004: 2009 AIR SCW 4824) it was 
observed that:— 

"It is true that the earlier view of this Court articulated 
in many decisions reflected the legal position that it 
the termination of an employee was found to be 
illegal, the relief reinstatement with full back wages 
would ordinarily follow. However, in recent past*, 
there has been a shift in the legal position and in a 
long line of cases, this Court has consistently taken 
the view that relief by way of reinstatement with back 
wages is not automatic and may be wholly in 
appropriate in a given fact-situation even though 
the termination of an employee is in contravention 
of the prescribed procedure. Compensation instead 
of reinstatement has been held to meet the ends of 
justice. 

***** 

♦ 

" h would be, thus, seen that by a catena of decisions 
in recent time, this Court has dearly laid down that 
an order of retrenchment passed in violation of 
Section 25-F although may be set aside but an award 
of reinstatement should not, however, be 
automatically passed. The award of reinstatement 
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with full back wages in a case where the workman 
has completed 240 days of work in a year preceding 
the date of termination, particularly, daily wagers has 
not been found to be proper by this Court and instead 
compensation has been awarded. This Court has 
distinguished between a daily wager who does not 
hold a post and permanent employee." 

In this case also I am the view that inspite of my 
findings that termination of services of the workmen Murari 
Prasad and Ram Prasad are not just and illegal because of 
violation of u/s-25 F of the I.D. Act, the relief of 
reinstatement with full back wages will not follow 
automatically. In this case also the workmen are daily wager. 
There is evidence of misconduct on their part. Having 
regard to their conduct also they are not entitled to the 
relief of reinstatement with back wages. 

In my considered opinion monetary compensation of 
Rs. 25,000 (Rs. Twenty Five Thousand) will meet the ends 
of justice. Therefore, the management of L.I.C. of India, 
Patna is directed to pay monetary compensation of 
Rs. 25,000 (Rs. Twenty Five Thousand) to Ram Prasad 
and monetary compensation ofRs. 25,000 (Rs Twenty Five 
Thousand) to Murari Prasad within one months of the 
date of publication of this award. 

I pass the award accordingly. 

HARISH CHANDRA SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 5 2012 
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New Delhi, the 5th September, 2012 

S.O. 3062.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 45/2010) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court No. 1, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Employees State Insurance 
Corporation (Dhanbad) and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 21-8-2012. 

[No. L-15011/1/2010-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
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annexure 


BEFORE THE C ENTRAL GOMlRNMENT 
industrial TRIBUNAL no. i, dhanbad 

In the matter of a reference U/s. lO(l)(d)(2A) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 45 of 2010 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management ot 
Employees' State Insurance Corporation. 

AND 

Their Workmen. 

Present: Shri H.M. Singh, Presiding Officer 
Appearances: 

For the Employers: Shn H.P. Gond, Advocate 
For the Workmen: Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate 
State : Jharkhand Industry : Insurance 
Dated, the 21 -6-2012 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-15011/1/2010-IR(M) dated 4-8-2010 
the Central Government in the Ministry ot Labour has, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 ot the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

"■Whether the action of the management ot Employees 
State Insurance Corporation, Dhanbad in not 
regularising/absorbing S/Shri Rajesh Kumar Rai and 
Sunil Kumar Rai in service ofESIC is fair and justified? 
To what relief the concerned workmen are entitled?" 

2. The case of the concerned workmen is that they 
have been working continuously since 31-8-99 and 
11 -3-99 as water carrier and water carrier-cum-sweeper 
respectively. They have been working with all satisfaction 
of their superiors putting quite un-blemished record ot 
service. They represented before the management several 
times for their regularisation/absorbtion in the service of 
the management. But they have not been regularised/ 
absorbed on the above noted posts disregarding their 
repeated demands both oral and in writing on pretexts 
including pretext of their part-time working. 

An industrial dispute was raised before the 
A.L.C.(C), Dhanbad, but the same was ended in failure 
due to the adamant attitude of the management. Ultimately, 
this industrial dispute has been referred to this Hon’ble 
Tribunal for adjudication by the appropriate Government. 
The action of the management in not regularising/ 
absorbing the concerned workmen is not fair and not 
justified. 


Under such circumstances, it has been prayed that 
the Hon'ble Tribunal be pleased to pass an award by 
directing the management to regularise/absorb S/Shri 
Rajesh Kumar Rai and Sunil Kumar Rai as Water Carrier 
and Water Carrier-cum-Sweeper after 31-1-99 and 13-3-99 
respectively from due and appropriate date. 

3. The case of the management of E.S.I.C. is that 
Sri Rajesh Kumar Rai and Sri Sunil Kumar Rai are not the 
employee of the management. They are running their own 
business of Tea and Nasta Dukan nearby the Corporation 
office on the main Road. Due to the business of tea and 
nasta they became closed to the office of the management 
and their relation became deeper to the office and as such 
they were provided the work of water to fill up Filter and 
Ghara on lumpsum monthly and further they provided the 
work of clearing the tables, Chairs and floors of the office 
on lumpsum monthly. The concerned persons knowingly 
accept their engagement with their open eyes on agreed 
lumpsum amount offered by Corporation. 

It has been submitted that the issue settled in this 
reference case is not at all maintainable on the law and 
facts of this case because the concerned persons are not 
the employees of the management, E.S.I.C. 

Under the facts and circumstances stated above, it 
has been prayed that the Hon'ble I ribunal be pleased to 
hold that the action of the management in not regularising/ 
absorbing the concerned persons is fair and justified and 
the concerned persons are not entitled to any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paragraphs of each other's written statement. 

5. The concerned workmen produced WW-1, Sunil 
Kumar Rai (one of the concerned workmen) and proved 
documents as Exts. W-l to W-7. 

The management produced MW-1, Satyendra 
Prasad Sinha. 

6 . Main argument advanced on behalf ot the 
concerned workmen is that the names of the concerned 
workmen were sponsored from the Employment Exchange 
and the management after the interv iew appointed Sri Sunil 
Kumar Rai in the post of Sweeper vide office order dated 
11 -3-1999 on payment of Rs. 150 per month and Sri Rajesh 
Kumar Rai vide office order dated 31-8-99 as water carrier 
on payment of Rs. 150 per month and since then both the 
workmen concerned are working continuously. Thereafter, 
the management enhanced their wages vide office order 
dated 1-3-2000 as Rs. 200 and later on Rs. 500 per month 
and at present they are getting Rs. 500 per month each. 
They have demanded from the management proper wages 
but the management is not giving them proper wages. In 
this respect it has also been argued that they have worked 
for more than 240 days and the management produced 
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vouchers for workings continuously since their 
appointment. 

It has also been referred 2008 LLR 1214 by the 
concerned workmen in which the Hon'ble Supreme Court 
laid down— 

"Industrial Disputes Act, 1947—Section 2(s) 
'workman’ read with Section 25F providing for 
payment of retrenchment compensation at the time 
of termination of services of a 'workman'—Part-time 
sweeper initially appointment in the Insurance 
Company at Rs. 130 per month with effect from 
2.1.1985 and worked till 15.3.1989—Services 
terminated—in dispute, as raised, the Industrial 
Tribunal holding that part-time worker is not an 
employee—writ petition filed—High Court set aside 
the Award holding that section 2(s) and 25F were not 
restricted to only full-time employees hence the orders 
of the Tribunal were quashed—Finally SLP filed by 
the Insurance Company—Supreme Court dismissed 
the appeal holding that a part-time employee will be 
covered by the definition of'workman'—Compliance 
of Section 25F of the Act will be imperative—Workman 
will be entitled to reinstatement and other attendant 
benefits." 

It has also been found that the Hon'ble Supreme 
Court held that section 25-B of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 will apply when they are working continuously. 

It has also been argued that the concerned workmen were 
appointed according to the requirement of the management 
after the interview on calling their names from Employment 
Exchange the concerned workmen were selected. The 
appointment of the concerned workmen was not 
challenged by the authority of the manager who appointed 
them. 

7. In this respect the evidence of MW-1, Satyandra 
Prasad Suiha, is very material. He has stated in his cross- 
examination that as per order of the management the 
concerned workmen were appointed. B. Tiwary was 
Manager on 31-8-99. Ext. W- 1 was also issued by him Sri 
Tiwary was Manager on 1 -3-2003. Ext. W-3 was also issued 
by him. The wages of the concerned workman was written 
in Ext. W-3 per month. I cannot say if from 1999 the 
concerned workmen worked in the establishment. Sunil 
Kumar worked from 1996 to 1999 continuously and 
thereafter I was transferred. 

The statement of the management’s witness shows 
that the concerned workmen are working continuously and 
they have been issued work certificates by the management. 

It shows that Section 25-B of the Industrial Disputes Act, 

1947 has been violated by the management. Moreover, the 
documents filed on behalf of the management show, as per 
Ext. W-7, that the concerned workmen have been paid 
wages by the management since 1999 and the work 


certificates have been issued by the Manager in favour of 
the concerned workmen, as per Exts. W-1, W-2. Exts. W-4 is 
appointments letter of Sunil Kumar Rai. Exts. W-5 is wage 
rate of Sunil Kr. Rai. Ext. W-6 is application by Sunil Kumar 
Rai. Ext. W-l is the appointment letter issued by the 
Manager to Rajesh Kumar Rai. Ext. W-7 series are payment 
of certificates issued by the Manager since 1999 till now. 
So, it shows that the concerned workmen are working with 
the management with meagre wages of Rs. 500 per month 
and that is exploitation and it is unfair labour practice. So, 
in the circumstances, the concerned workmen are entitled 
to be regularised/absorbed in the service of ESIC 
management. 

8 , In the result, I hold that the action of the 
management of Employees State Insurance Corporation, 
Dhanbad in not regularising/absorbing S/Shri Rajesh Kumar 
Rai and Sunil Kumar Rai in service of ESIC is not fair and 
justified. Accordingly, the management is directed to 
regularise/absorb S/Shri Rajesh Kumar Rai and Sunil Kumar 
Rai in the service of ESIC as Group 'D' employees within 
two months from the date of publication of the award in the 
Gazette of India. 

This is my Award. 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 7 ffidHt 2012 

"3iT.3TT.3063.—fac|K 3TMWT 1947 ( 1947 
14) VRT 17 ^ 3 

'S'Slirll ^ <T>' 

3TfW<«l/9FT ^^T-2 

52/2011) 21-8-2012 ^ 

RMf3TT «TT I 

[ t^r-29012/19/2010-3TT^ 3TT7 (Tn?)] 

New Delhi, the 7th September, 2012 

S.O. 3063.—In pursunace of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 52/2011) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar-2 now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the emplayers in relation to 
the management of M/s Naresh Kumar & Co (P) Ltd., and 
Sukinda Chromite Mines of TISCO (Orissa) and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 21-8-2012 

[No. L-29012/19/2010-ER (M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL^ 

cum-labourcourt,bhubaneswar 

PRESENT: 

Shri J. Srivastava, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO/ 52/2011 

Date of Passing Order- 23rd July, 2012 
BETWEEN: 

1 . M/s. Naresh Kumar & Co. (P) Ltd., 

C/o. Sukinda Chromite Mines of TISCO, 

At./Po. Kalarangiatta, Dist. Jajpur, Orissa. 

2. The Dy. General Manager, 

Sukinda Chromite Mines of TISCO, 

At./Po. Kalarangiatta, Dist. Jaipur, Orissa 

... 1st Party-Managements. 
(And) 

Then workman Shri Prafulla Kumar Mohanta, 

C/o. Shri Baikunthaj Mohanta, at Badaberena, 

Po. Muruabil, ViaBadasual, Dhenkanal- 39. 

... 2nd Party- Workman. 


APPEARANCES: 


For the 1st Party- 

None 

Management No. 1 and 2. 


For the 2nd Party-Workman. 

None. 


ORDER 

The 2nd Party-workman Shri Prafulla Mohanta in 
compliance to the order of reference of his dispute to his 
Tribunal had filed his statement of claim on 30.11.2011, but 
no copy was served on the 1st Party-Management No. 1 
and 2 despite repeated orders of this Tribunal. He neither 
sent the copy of the statement of claim nor took any steps. 
Looking to his indifference and neglect, notices were issued 
by this Tribunal to the 1 st Party-Management No. 1 and 2 
by ordinary as well as registered post on 10.4.2012 and 
1.5.2012 respectively, but the 1st Party-Management No. 1 
and 2 neither put in their appearance nor filed any written 
statement. It has also to be taken on record that the 2nd 


Party-workman did not appear in the case on any of the 
dates fixed for hearing. When the statement of claim was 
filed on 30.11.2011 in the office the 2nd party-workman was 
found absent. As such he has been quite negligent in 
prosecuting his case and took no pains to comply the orders 
of the Tribunal. Hence it will be of no use to keep the case 
pending indefinitely for no purpose. 

2. Besides from perusal of the statement of claim no 
case is made out prima-facie to entitle him for grant of any 
relief as he has not mentioned as to whether he was a 
permanent employee or casual/temporary or daily wage 
empoyee. It has also not been disclosed as to when he was 
dismissed by the Management and from which post. He 
has also raised claim for revised pay scale which is beyond 
the scope of reference. Therefore, his claim is liable to be 
rejected for want of prosecution and necessary details. 
Consequently the claim of the 2nd Party-workman is 
rejected being vague and he is not fund to be entitled to 
get any relief. 

J. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer. 

7 ta, 2012 

^T.an. 3064.— 1947 ( 1947 
frTT 14) *IRT 17 ^ RRafTR 

;fe<4l ^ frsptd?! 

c fi4 c hKi ofr ®flri ij 1414fririlct R 
Wl, #=TI ^ frw 
(tM wtt 38/2010) y^'r^id 'sprcm t # enter ^ 
27-7-2012 ?TT 

[R. TJeT-17012/10/2010-311^ SIR (T^T)] 

frfrHI. 3RR 


New Delhi the 7th September, 2012 

S.O. 3064.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No 38/2010) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s United India Insurance Company Ltd. 
(Chennai) and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 27-7-2012 

[ No. L-17012/10/2010-ER (M)l 

JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 


MMI St: « • * I 


« ■ rr. " m T'TT .' '» m V' . 


twllftl' 




r^mn—gog3(ii)i 
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ANNEXURE 

BETOI^ THE CENTKAL GOVERNMENT 
LNDUSTRIALrRIBUNAIXXM-IABOURCOURl, 
CHENNAI 

Friday, the 13th July, 2012 

Present: A. N. Janardanan, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 38/2010 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Sction 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), between the Management of United India 
Insurance Co. Ltd. and their Workman). 

BETWEEN 

SriGRamulu : Petitioner/lstParty 

And 

The General Manager : Respondent/2nd party 

United India Insurance 
Company Ltd. 

No. 24 Whites Road, 

Chennai-600014 

APPEARANCE: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Sri V. Murugan, Advocate 

For the 2nd Party/ : M/s. S. Vijayadharani & 

Management S. Chandrasekaran, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-17012/10/2010-IR(M) dated 16.11.2010 referred 
the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

"Whether the action of the management of the United 
India Insurance Co. Ltd. in terminating the servicesi 
of Sri G Ramulu, is legal and justified? To what relief 
the concerned workman is entitled?" 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 38/2010 and issued notices to both 

3 ixa 


sides. Both sides entered appearance initially through 
Advocates and the petitioner filed Claim Statement, 
respondent did not file Counter Statement. Subsequently 
both petitioner and respondent remained absent and 
eventually they were called absent and set ex-parte. 
Thereupon award was passed against the petitioner for 
default as per order dated 02-03-2011 holding that he having 
not proved his entitlement to the claim his termination from 
service is only legal and justified. 

3. As per order dated 15-04-2011 on IA 20-08-2011 
ex-parte award was set aside and the ID was restored to 
file. Respondent filed Counter Statement thereafter. 

4. The averments in the Claim Statement bereft of 
unnecesary details are as follows: 

Petitioner with a study upto 10th Standard appointed 
as Caretaker in Transit Camp at Koyambedu, SAF Games 
Village w.e.f. 01-10-1985 having a continuous service of a 
length of 20 years with last drawn monthly wages of 
Rs. 8.675 was issued with Charge memo dated 06-06-2005 
raising allegations to which he submitted explanation. There 
was a farce enquiry held with no opportunity for him 
resulting in his dismissal from service on 14-10-2005 putting 
him in economic death. He has lost 3 years without 
employment. His Date of Birth is 12-07-1967. No statutoiy 
rule or principles of natural justice were followed in the 
enquiry. The ID raised having failed culminating in failure 
report, the reference is caused to be made for a finding that 
his non-employment is not justified and with prayer for his 
reinstatement with all benefits. 

5. Counter Statement averments briefly read as follows: 

G. Ramulu was not a workman. He is managing the 
Transit Camp at Koyambedu as an independent agency 
pursuant to a contract with the Respondent and he also 
engaged an controlled other persons during the contract 
term. There is no master-servant relationship interse Ramulu 
and the Respondent. Respondent bound by statutory rules 
in his functions cannot be directed to do anything against 
them. Service conditions of employees of the Respondent 
are governed by the General Insurance (Business) 
Nationalization Act, 1972. The act has overriding effect 
over another law/enactment. The cadres/posts under the 
Company as per the statutory scheme 1974 viz. 
rationalization and revision of scales and other conditions 
of service of supervisory/clerical and subordinte staff are; 
(i) Senior Assistant (ii) Stenographer (iii) Asstt. (C/T) (iv) 
Record Clerk (v) Sub-Staff (made as Run-Off-Cadre). 
Respondent a board run company follows recruitment policy 
"Recruitment procedure for recruitment of Clerical and 
Subordinate Staff”. The said guidelines inter alia provide 
for the sanciton of posts, mode of recruitment, appointment 
authority, eligibility conditions, reservation to vairous 
categories. Recuritment normally made are to the posts of 
Assistants, Stenographers and Sub-Staffs. The posts are 
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public posts. Any entry to the posts other than through 
the mode of recruitment and through the guidelines is 
illegal. G. Ramulu had not entered against any sancitoned 
posts. There is no cadre of Caretaker. The claim for 
reinstatement and regularization is untenable. As per the 
business requirements company takes on rent or otherwise 
Guest Houses for providing stay and other arrangements 
to the clients and officials who visit the office of the 
company. Their accommodation and other needs are being 
taken care through Contractors since such are not main 
business. Thus the Guest House at Koyambedu is managed 
by Sri G. Ramulu on contractual basis extended by way of 
renewal from time to time, The terms of contract between 
the contracting parties include those enumerated as Item 
(i) to (ix) in Para-13 of the Counter Statement. G. Ramulu 
had been providing contractual service to the guests since 
1985 renewed from time to time with an Assistance engaged 
by him. Compensation paid had been increased from time 
to time. G. Ramulu is not employed either on temporary 
casual basis nor is he a recurited employee. His name is not 
borne on the muster rolls of the Company. 
He is not discharging any official, perennial or regular 
functions of the Company. He is only an independent 
contractor. He being not an employee, though not bound 
to conduct an enquiry the company conducted an enquiry 
following principles of natural justice before terminaiton of 
his contract. The terms of contract provide for termination 
of the contract by giving one month notice on either side. 
He has been given due notice in terminating his contract. 
Reference is untenable. It is prayed that his claim be 
dismissed. 

6 . Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the termination from service o f Sri G Ramulu 
by the United India Insurance Co. Ltd is legal and 
justified? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned workman is entitled? 

7. The evidence consists of the oral evidence of WW1 
and Ex.Wl to Ex.W13 (series) on the petitioner's side and 
oral evidence of MW1 and Ex.M l to Ex. M7 on the 
Respondent's side. 

Points (i) and (ii) 

8 . Heard both sides. Perused the records, documents, 
evidence and written arguments on either side. It is argued 
on behalf of the petitioner that petitioner working as 
Caretaker in Transit Camp, Koyambedu since 18-03-1986 
was being paid pay and allowances excluding HRA payable 
to Sub-Staff under the amended scheme, 2000 and is an 
employee. He has had worked for 20 years without any 
blemish. He is charged out of malice with fictitious and 
unfounded allegations and with oblique motive to victimize 
him to see that he is not regularized. It is with a view to 
terminate the service of the petitioner that he is charged 
with false allegations of being intoxicated and for 


using un-parliamentary words against the Respondent. The 
petitioner is entitled to regularization as per Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status 
to Workman Act), 1981. Punishment is harsh. That the 
petitioner had been intoxicated is not proved, because of 
his not having been examined by a Doctor to find so. The 
impugned order is to be set aside with payment ot back 
wages. 

9. The contra arguments on behalf of the respondent 
are that there is no employer-employee relationship interse 
and that G. Ramulu is only an independent contractor. The 
enumerated posts under the serv ice rules of Respondent 
Corporation to do not take in Caretaker as an employee in 
the scheme. He was acting only as an independent agency 
to hold charge of the Transit Camp and keep the same in 
his control and at his own cost. So he is only an 
independent contractor and not a workman. The vinculum 
juris created under the agreement is only for contract for 
service and not contract of service. On that reckoning he 
cannot be treated as an employee. The Caretaker is not a 
cadre under the scheme of sendee for employment. lie is 
not an employee and there is no employer-employee 
relationship. There does not arise any question of 
regularization. Respondent is a Public Sector Organization 
governed by statutory rules cannot be directed to do 
anything against them. G. Ramulu is not employed on a 
temporary/casual basis or recruited in terms of the 
recruitment guidelines. He does not hold any categorized 
post or sanctioned post for reinstatement. His name is not 
borne on the muster rolls of the Company. The acts of 
Ramulu are contrary to the conditions in Para-3 of Ex. W 2- 
Agreement that "Caretaker shall not 9. (a) behave, talk or 
conduct in an objectionable or indecent manner with the 
guests or any officials of the Company; (b) shall not smoke 
or consume alcoholic drinks or other intoxicants at a time 
during day or night within the premises of the Transit Camp 
or be in an intoxicated conditions while attending the duties 
in the Transit Camp". Apart from petitioner having accepted 
the allegations the same have been proved from the 
evidence of witnesses examined. 

10. The learned counsel for the Respondent invited 
this Court’s attention to the decision of the Apex Court in 
INDIAN OVERSEAS BANK VS. WORKMEN (2006>3-SCC- 
729 where a distinction was drawn between regular 
employees and contract labour on the basis of various 
tests and it was found that the jewel appraisers are not 
employees of the bank who have no qualification or age 
prescription, who are directly engaged by the local manager 
with no fixed working hours, who has no guaranteed 
payment but only commission, on whom no disciplinary 
control, no control/supervision over their work, no 
retirement age, whose payments not made by the employer 
and for whom no bar to carry on any other occupation 
which conditions are to be affirmatively satisfied by the 
regular employees. 
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11. Another decision relied on by the Respondent is 
that ofUP POWER CORPORATION LTD. AND ANOTHER 
Vs. BIJLIMAZDOOR SANGH AND OTHERS (2007)-5- 
SCC-755 where the Apex Court had held as follows "the 
plea of learned counsel for the Respondent that at the 
time the High Court decided the matter, decision in 
Umadevi(3) case was not rendered is really of no 
consequence. There cannot be a case for regularization 
without there being employee-employer relationship. As 
noted above the concept of regularization is clearly linked 
with Article-14 of the Constitution. However, if in a case 
the fact situation is covered by what is stated in para 45 of 
Umadevi (3) case the industrial adjudicator can modify 
the relief, but that does not dilute the observations made 
by this Court in Umadevi (3) case about the regularization." 

12. In CHANDRA SEKHAR AZAD KRISHIEVAM 
PRODYOGIKI VISHWAVIDYALAYA Vs. UNITED 
TRADES CONGRESS AND ANOTHER (2008)-2-SCC-552 
wherein it held that "what was necessary to be considered 
was the nature of work undertaken by the University. It 
undertakes projects. For the said purpose, it may have to 
employ a large number of persons. Their services had to 
be temporary in nature. Even for that the provisions of 
Articles 14 and 16 are required to be complied with. In the 
event, the constitutional and statutory requirements are 
not complied with, the contract of employment would be 
rendered illegal." 

13. Here is the case of a Caretaker who was admittedly 
engaged by the Respondent/Management as Caretaker 
and not as a workmen to manage the Transit Camp as an 
independent agency under an agreement. The engagement 
is not against a sanctioned post or made on the basis of 
any recruitment guidelines. His engagement is to a non¬ 
cadre post of Caretaker. When necessitated by business 
in a Guest House provided by the Management for stay 
and other facilities to their men in business or Officers 
intended to be run through Contractor and not as its main 
business if the Contractor was engaged at the Guest House" 
at Coimbatore for doing everything there which was to be 
discharged under his own control and at his own cost 
defining the various duties to be performed by him on a 
monthly compensation to be paid at the rate fixed from 
time to time as stipulated in the agreement terminable by 
one month's notice by either side and is renewable, it could 
be apt to be contract. According to the Management the 
enhancement of his emoluments akin to that of a Sub- 
Staff from time to time adopted as a basis to fix it in a clear 
and structured manner does not render him in a parity^ 
treatment with the Sub-Staff. The specific case of the 
Management is that he is not employed on a temporary 
basis. His name is not in the muster rolls. There is no 
employer-employee relationship interse. He was not 
engaged against the avocation with the issuance of any 
appointment order. The allegation of unfair labour practice 


on him so as to deprive him of regularization is not 
substantiated. 

14. The operation of the Guest House even if is one 
incidental to the main business as to whether he is entitled 
to be treated as an employee of the Management is a 
question of fact to be set at rest by cogent evidence in 
relation to competing claims. Here again the question is 
whether the engagement of G. Ramulu as a Contractor is 
merely sham or nominal. That question is to be looked 
into from the angle of the nature of work undertaken by 
the Management with the establishment of the Transit 
Camp. It was undertaken to provide accommodation to 
the clients and officials of the Management which is 
engaged in the General Insurance Business for which 
requirements Respondent had to take on rent or otherwise 
Guest House which is not part of the main business itself 
of the Management. That being the case while the project 
of Guest House was undertaken to meet the purpose it 
was not possible to make recruitment to the post of 
Caretaker in the absence of that category borne in the 
service of the establishment and therefore what could have 
been envisaged was to have it run by engaging a 
Contractor laying down the conditions and rules under 
which he has to act and the remuneration payable to him 
in lieu of the services rendered. Thus, the workmen 
happened to be posted as a Caretaker under an agreement. 
It is clear that the initial appointment was not as an 
employee. When due regard is given to the fact that the 
engagement of the Caretaker was made in the context as 
narrated above whether the same would amount to an 
unfair labour practice with a view to deprive benefits to 
the workman by not absorbing him is a crucial aspect. At 
no stretch of imagination or logic an answer in the 
affirmative is possible in the background facts of the 
establishment of the Transit Camp and engagement of the 
Caretaker. The engagement of the Caretaker commenced 
admittedly and evidently under an agreement and the same 
engagement developed and continued as such for a long 
time. The engagement as Caretaker is against an out cadre 
post not borne in the service rules or conditions of service 
of the Management as an enumerated post to which 
recruitment is to be resorted to. The same seems to be the 
reason why the engagement of the Caretaker was made in 
the manner stated under an agreement which is intended 
to be in the nature of an independent agency to manage 
the Transit Camp undertaken by the Management as a 
project to accommodate the visiting clients or the Officers 
of the Management itself when they have to be provided 
such facilities in the course of the management of general 
insurance business with which the Management is 
concerned. Once the engagement having commenced in 
the nature of an independent agency created under an 
agreement its continuance as such for long years has been 
the special feature with regard to the said post of Caretaker 
for which the Management cannot be attributed of having 
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practiced unfair labour practice against the incumbent of 
the post. Attributing malice of unfair labour practice on 
the Management is illogical and unreasonable. Though, 
having regard to the nature of various responsibilities 
and duties conferred on the Caretaker under the agreement 
which he has been performing those were only created 
under the agreement specifically and they cannot be said 
to have had caused to create any nexus of employer- 
employee relationship between him and the Management. 
Though in terms of the various duties and responsibilities 
performed by him the performer of the same is apt to be an 
employee in fact such a fact has not grown him into an 
employee status. In other words the status of the Caretaker 
still remained as an independent agency. The contract is 
not sham or nominal. It is from his status as an independent 
contractor that he has been terminated by the Management 
as testified by MW1. Therefore, the claim that his 
termination is to be set aside and he be reinstated is not to 
be allowed. The petitioner is therefore not entitled to any 
relief. Action of the Management is only legal and justified. 

15. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 13th July, 2012). 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the 1 st Party /Petitioner : WW1, Sri G Ramulu 
For the 2nd Party/Management : MW 1, Sri L. Balaji 

Documents Marked: 

On the Petitioner's side 

Ex. No. Date Description 


Ex.Wl 

18-03-1996 

Agreement 

Ex,W2 

16-11-2001 

Agreement between 



Respondent and Petitioners 

Ex.W3 

16-09-2003 

Order copy of WP No. 19003 of 



2000 


Ex.W5 

06-07-2005 

Letter of regularization of 
services by Petitioner 

Ex.W6 

14-10-2005 

Termination letter from 
Respondent 

Ex.W7 

07-11-2005 

Appeal for Consideration 

Ex.W8 

05-12-2005 

Cash Payment Voucher 

Ex.W9 

19-01-2006 

Appeal letter by petitioner 

Ex.WlO 

06-02-1987 

Memorandum of Respondent 

Ex.Wll 

20-01-1997 

Regularization of Contract 
Labour 

Ex.W12 

13-01-1992 

Remuneration to Caretakers 

Ex.W13 

04-12-1997 



to 

Salary Voucher 


05-12-2005 


On the Management's side: 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. Ml 

19-05-2005 

Complaint filed by M.P. Vinayi 
Kumar, Sri Pradeep Kumar and 
M.F. Sowry against the petitioner 

Ex. M2 

01-06-2005 

Complaint filed by Mr. Captain 
G. Seran, Security Office against 
the petitioner 

Ex. M3 

01-06-2005 

Complaint filed by M.F. Sowry, 
M. Pradeep Kumar and R. Jagan 
against the petitioner 

Ex.M4 

06-06-2005 

Show Cause Notice issued to the 
petitioner 

Ex. M5 

29-08-2005 

Questioning of the Enquiry 


30-8-2005 

Officer 

Ex. M6 

02-09-2005 

Report of the Enquiry Officer 


Ex.W4 19-06-2005 Requisition letter by petitioner Ex.M7 14-10-2005 Termination Order issued by the 

Respondent. 
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■^T.SRT. 3065.—aftritfW 3Tf^m, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) 3ft 3RT 17 ^ 3 ^*1 m*b\i cl*H I ^?0q Ttfrffcl 

$ TTSWcfa ^ 3frt $4hld ^ ^ 
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3Tfa3RW9FT ^f3l<H4,3FPJC ^ W (7K*f WTf 58/2007 ) 
^ WlfW 3J7?ft t, *rr ^^14 7R3H7 3ft07-09-2012 3?f WRT 

[7T, 7^f-12012/147/2007-3T^.31R.(^t-I)] 
TfttfrfTT??, 

New Delhi, the 7th September, 2012 

S.O. 3065.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 58/2007) of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
NAGPUR as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dis¬ 
pute between the management of Vaingana Kshetriya 
Gramin Bank and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 07-09-2012. 

[ No. L-12012/147/2007-IR(B-I)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIJ.P. CHAND, PRESIDING 
OFFICER,CGrr-CUM-LABOLRCOURT,NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/58/2007 Date: 29-08-2012. 

Party No. 1 The In-Charge Officer on Special Duty, 

Vaingana Kshetriya Gramin Bank, Bhandara Regional 
Office: Shri Shyam Bhawan, Dr. Radhakrishnan Ward, Distr 
Bahandara 

Versus 

Party No. 2 Sri Waquar Ahmed Sheikh, R/o. Kanhar 

Toli, Patel Ward, Near J.M. High School, Main Branch, 
Gondia (MS) 

AWARD 

(Dated: 29th August, 2012) % 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 

36 X& <* 17 >3-2 


management ofVainganga Kshetriya Gramin Bank and their 
workman, Shri Waquar Ahmed Sheikh, for adjudication, as 
per letter No. L-12012/147/2007-IR (B-I) dated 14-11 -2007, 
with the following schedule:— 

"Whether the action of the Vainganga Kshetriya Gramin 
Bank awarding the punishment of dismissal from the Bank 
service to the applicant Shri Waquar Ahmed Sheikh, is 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled?" 

2. On receipt of the reference, parties were noticed to 
file then respective statement of claim and written statement, 
in response to which, the workman Shri Waquar ahraed 
Sheikh, ("the workman" in shrot) filed the statement of 
claim and the management ofVainganga Kshetriya Gramin 
Bank, Bhandara ("party No. I" in short) filed the written 
statement. 

The case of the workman as projected in the 
statement of claim is that he was appointed as a clerk w.e.f. 
02-01-1985 and while he was working at Salekasa Branch of 
the bank, charge sheet dated 19-06-2002 was given to him 
and a regular departmental enquiry was ordered and one 
Shri K.R. Telmasre was appointed as the enquiry officer 
and the enquiry officer conducted the departmental enquiry 
on 07-05-2004 and 08-07-2005 and declared the charges to 
have been proved against him and on the basis of the 
findings of the enquiry officer, the Disciplinary Authority 
awarded the punishment of dismissal of services against 
him vide order dated 18-02-2006 and he challenged the 
order by preferring an appeal before the Appellate 
Authority, but the appeal came to be dismissed by the 
Appellate Authority. It is further pleaded by the workman 
that in the charge sheet dated. 19-6-2002, the allegations 
against him were that while he was working at Salekasa 
Branch of the Bank, he received a sum of Rs. 98,000 from 
7 persons and tendered the counterfoils of all such receipts 
to the said account holders after putting the round seal of 
the Bank and his initial on the same, in token of having 
received the said amount from the concerned persons, but 
did not account for the said amount in the concerned 
accounts and misappropriated the said amount and he 
denied all the allegations and therefore, the disciplinary 
authority ordered for the departmental enquiry and the 
enquiry officer gave his findings on 08-07-2005, 
holding all the charges levelled against him to have been 
proved and for arriving at such findings, the enquiry officer 
heavily relied upon the report of the handwriting expert 
filed on the record, but the said handwriting expert was not 
produced as a witness in the departmental enquiry, so he 
represented to the disciplinary authority on the said count 
and objected the findings of the enquiry officer and the 
disciplinary authority to correct the mistake committed by 
the enquiry officer, directed to re-open the departmental 
enquiry and the handwriting expert was asked to appear as 
a witness for the management and he was allowed to cross- 
examine the said expert, by the handwriting expert 
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engaged by him and the cross-examination of the 
handwriting expert demonstrates that the impression 
carried out by the witness in his report could not be said 
to be correct beyond every shadow of doubt and the 
witness could not withstand the scrutiny of law and facts 
involved in his report and therefore, the enquiry officer 
should not have relied on such evidence and the 
disciplinary authority did not allow' him to examine a 
handwriting expert from his side or to re-cross examine the 
other witnesses, who were already examined, even though 
such re-cross examination of the witnesses w ; as required, 
in view of the examination of the handwriting expert and 
therefore, it cannot be said that the enquiry was fair and 
the same enquiry officer finally gave his findings on 
08-07-2005, holding the charges to have been proved and 
the requirements of natural justice warranted the change 
of the enquiry officer as the enquiry officer in his first 
findings dated 07-05-2004 had already declared all the 
charges to have been proved, but the same was not done 
and the already biased and prejudiced enquiry officer just 
completed the formality of cross-examination of the 
handwriting expert and without considering the effects of 
the facts and law' brought during the course of the cross- 
examination, gave his findings declaring all the charges to 
have been proved and therefore, the findings of the enquriy 
officer were mechanical and unfair and therefore, the 
enquiry is required to be declared invalid and there was 
no supporting evidence to substantiate the charges leveled 
in the charge sheet and the enquiry officer failed to 
appreciate the facts, which go to the root of the charges. 
The further case of the workman is that one Shri S.B. Pande 
was the previous branch manager of Salekasa Branch, who 
sanctioned loan to the Complainants and one Shri Shende 
was previously working as a sub-staft at Salkasa branch 
and shri Pande hand in glove with Shri Shende was 
involved in a series of irregularities and misappropriation 
and he being the cashier at that point of time, reported 
about the misappropriation to the head office of the bank 
and upon enquiry, both Shri Pande and Shri Shende came 
to be dismissed from services of the bank and the 
misappropriation done by Shri Pande was such an extent 
that bank was required to give public advertisement/notice 
inviting customers to suggest as to what amount had been 
deposited by them with Shri Pande and Shri Shende and 
as the dismissal of Shri Pande and Shri Shende was at his 
initiative, the same created vengeance in their mind and it 
is evident that they were looking for the opportunity to 
involve him in some trouble and the round seal is normally 
used by the branch manager and the principle of 
preponderance of probability suggests that it w'as Shri 
Pande, who by remaining behind the curtain played the 
conspiracy and tried to bring him in trouble, by applying 
the round rubber stamp on the bogus and frivolous 
counterfoils produced in this case and the above 
probability should have been taken into account by the 
enquiry officer, before declaring the charge to have been 


proved, but the enquiry officer failed to consider the above 
aspect and gave his findings in a most mechanical manner 
and by doing so, the enquiry' officer committed error of 
law and the enquiry officer also committed serious error in 
evaluating the evidence on record and the findings of the 
enquiry officer are perverse and the order of punishment 
passed against him in unfair and unjustified and is 
required to be set aside. The workman has prayed to quash 
and set aside the order of dismissal from services dated 
18-02-2006 and for his reinstatement in service with full 
back wages and all other consequential benefits. 

3. The party No. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter-alia that serious irregularities w r ere noticed by the 
management in the working of Salekasa branch of the bank 
and after detailed investigation and on receipt of complaints 
from various customers, it was noticed that the employees 
working in Salekasa Branch were engaged in 
misappropriation of amounts deposited by the customers 
in their accounts and accordingly, management issued 
charge sheets against Mr. S.B. Pande, the Branch Manager, 
and Mr Shinde, the sub-staff and as they were found guilty 
of misappropriation of huge amount of money, in the 
enquiry, both of them were dismissed from services and 
during the course of the enquiry conducted against the 
said employees and on receipt of complaints from various 
customers against the workman, it came to light that the 
workman while working in Salekasa branch, had received 
different amounts from the customers for deposit in their 
loan account and issued counterfoil receipts to the account 
holders by affixing the bank’s round seal under his initial, 
in token of having received the money, but he failed to 
account for the amount so received from the customers, in 
the books of accounts of the bank and the bank’s cash and 
the workman failed to deposit a totai amount of Rs. 98000 
in seven accounts of the various customers and considermg 
the gravity of the misconduct, a charge sheet was submitted 
against him on 19-06-2002 and the workman submitted his 
reply to the charge sheet, but as the reply was found not 
be satisfactory, Shri K.R. Telmasare was appointed as the 
enquiry officer to conduct the enquiry and the enquiry 
officer followed the principles of natural justice during the 
course of the enquiry and the workman was permitted to 
engage his defence representative and copies of all the 
documents were supplied to the workman and witnesses 
were examined in presence of the workman and the workman 
also examined witnesses in his defence and the enquiry 
officer with the consent of the parties closed the enquiry' 
and the representatives of the parties submitted their 
respective notes of argument before the enquiry officer 
and the enquiry officer after considering the evidence 
adduced by the parties before him and taking into 
consideration the documents placed on record of the 
enquiry, vide his report dated 08-07-2005 declared the 
charges to have been proved and the enquiry officer has 
considered each and every aspect and has given detail 
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reasonings for arriving at the conclusion and the enquiry 
report is perfectly legal and justified and the enquiry was 
conducted in accordance with the principles of natural 
justice and after submission of the enquiry report, a show 
cause notice was issued to the workman and he was also 
granted the opportunity of personal hearing and 
considering the gravity of misconduct committed by the 
workman, the punishment of dismissal from services was 
imposed against him and the appeal filed by the workman 
was also dismissed by the appellate authority by a detailed 
and reasoned order and it is a financial institution and the 
staff members are dealing with public money and as such, 
high level of integrity from the staff members is necessary 
and the workman was required to work with integrity and 
sincerity and in view of the misconduct committed by him, 
his integrity became doubtful and as such, punishment 
imposed against him is justified and it has lost faith in the 
workman and the workman is not entitled for any relief. 

4. As this is a case of dismissal of the workman from 
services, after holding a departmental enquiry, the validity 
of the departmental enquiry was taken as a preliminary 
issue for consideration and by order dated 19-01 -2012, the 
departmental enquiry conducted against the workman was 
held to be legal, proper and in accordance with the principles 
of natural justice. 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that the workman while 
working at Salekasa Branch of party No. 1 was served with 
the charge sheet on the allegation of misappropriation of 
an amount of Rs. 98,000.00 received from seven customers 
of the bank, but not accounted for the said amount in the 
concerned accounts of the customers and the enquiry 
officer declared all the charges levelled against the workman 
to have been proved, basing only on the evidence of the 
handwriting expert and it is clear from the cross-examination 
of the said handwriting expert that the findings given by 
him in his report cannot be said to be correct beyond doubt 
and in other words, it can be said that the handwriting- 
expert did not with stand the scrutiny of law and fact 
involved in his report and therefore, the enquiry officer 
should not have relied on such evidence for holding the 
workman guilty of the charges and as such, the findings of 
the enquiry officer having based on such unreliable 
evidence are perverse. It was further contended by the 
learned advocate for the workman that except the unreliable 
evidence of the handwriting expert, there is no other 
evidence to substantiate the charges and the enquiry officer 
has not analyzed the evidence produced in the enquiry 
and he has also not assigned any reason in support of hi^ 
findings and the enquiry officer should not have relied 
upon the complaints submitted by the loan account holders 
against the workman, as they were wilful defaulters for a 
long time and as their claim of depositing the amounts was 
based on unauthorized, doubtful, bogus and frivolous 
counterfoils and specially in the background that the 


workman had reported about the misappropriation being 
done by Shri S.B. Pande, the Manager of the branch and 
Shri Shende, a sub-staff to the Head Office of the Bank and 
upon enquiry, Shri Pande and Shri Shende came to be 
dismissed from service. It was further submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that the dismissal of 
Shri Pande and Shri Shende was at the initiative of the 
workman created vengeance in their mind and the principle 
of preponderance of probability vehemently suggests that 
it was Shri Pande, who played conspiracy and tried to 
involve the workman in trouble by applying the round 
rubber stamp on the bogus and frivolous counter foils 
produced in this case and the enquiry officer failed to 
consider the above aspect and gave his findings in a most 
mechanical manner. The further contentions raised by the 
learned advocate for the workman was that the past clean 
and unblemished service record of the workman was not 
considered at the time of imposition of the punishment of 
dismissal of the workman from services by the disciplinary 
authority and the punishment is shockingly 
disproportionate and as such, it is necessary to set aside 
the order of pubishment by exercising the powers under 
Section 11-A of the Act and to reinstate the workman in 
service with continuity and full back wages. 

6. Per contra, it was submitted by the learned advocate 
for the party No. 1 that the departmental enquiry conducted 
against the workman has already been held to be legal, 
proper and in accordance with the principles of natural 
justice by order dated 19-01-2012 and the workman 
misappropriated an amount of Rs. 98,000 received from 
him from seven loanees of the Bank for deposit of the said 
amount in their respective accounts and for that he was 
charge sheeted and in the disciplinary proceedings, he 
was found guilty of the charges by the enquiry officer and 
the findings of the enquiry officer are based on the evidence 
adduced in the disciplinary proceedings and the enquiry 
officer has given his findings by analyzing the evidence in 
a rational manner and assigning cogent reasons for arriving 
at the findings and the enquiry officer has also duly 
considered the claim of the workman of alleged false 
implication by the Branch Manager, Shri Pande and found 
the claim to be not tenable and the findings of the enquiry 
officer are not at all perverse. It was submitted further by 
the learned advocate for the Party No. 1 that unless and 
until the punishment is found wholly disproportionate to 
the misconduct proved, there is no scope for the Tribunal 
normally to interfere with the punishment and serious 
misconduct of misappropriation of money has been proved 
against the workman, who was working as a cashier in the 
bank and the bank has lost confidence in the workman and 
as such, the dismissal ofthe workman from services is just 
and proper and in a case of misappropriation, their is need 
to consider the past record ofthe employee while imposing 
the sentence. 

In support of such contentions, the learned advocate 
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for Party No. 1 placed reliance on the decisions reported 
on AIR 2000 SC 3219 (Janatha Bazar Vs. Secretary', Sahakari 
Nonarana Sangh), AIR 2004 SC-4828 (Regional Manager, 
Rajasthan S.R.T.C Vs. Sohanlal) and 2012 (2) Bom. C.R. 47 
(Asarm Dagduji Pawar Vs. Divisional Controller, M.S.R.T.C.) 

7. Before delving into the merit of the case, 1 think it 
apropos to mention about the principles enunciated by the 
Hon'ble Courts in the decisions cited by the learned 


evidence and filing of pursis before Labour Court 
shows he had no case and conveniently remained 
absent. Petitioner not availed opportunity to 
participate either in enquiry or before Labour Court 
at crucial stage. Misconduct of petitioner proved. 
Hon'ble Supreme Court held in 2000 DGLS (Soft.) 
1452, amount small or large is not question of 
showing uncalled for sympathy. Petitioner admitted 
Rs. 14.50 was found less in spot statement. No case 


advocate for the Party No. 1. 


is made out for interference." 


In the decision reported in AIR 2000 SC-3219 (Supra), 
the Hon'ble Apex Court have held that: 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 ol 1947), Sch. 2, Items 3, 

S. 11-A- Reinstatement-Charges of beach of trust 
and misappropriation of goods established 
Reinstating the employee in sendee, unjustificd-Fact 
that misappropriation is for small or large amounts, 
or that past record of employee is unblemished, 
irrelevant.” 

8. in the judgment reported in AIR 2004 SC-4828 
(Supra), the Hon’ble Apex Court have held that: 

“(B) Constitution of India, Art. 311—Road Transport 
Corporations Act (64 of 1950) S. 45 -Interference 
with quantum of sentance awarded- lennination ot 
service on ground of misconduct—Unless sentence 
is wholly disproportionate to misconduct proved— 
Superior Courts should not normally interfere. 

(C) Constitution of India, Art. 311 -Dismissal from 
Service-Loss of confidence-Misconduct by 
delinquent conductor of not issuing tickets to 
passengers-Since misconduct proved is one of 
dishonesty-Quantum of monetary loss is immaterial 
and it is loss of confidence in workman that matter- 
Dismissai proper.” 

9. In the judgment reported in 2012 (2) Bom. C.R. —47 
(Supra), the Hon'ble High Court have held that: 

“Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, Sec 11-A-Reissueof 
bus ticket-Petitioner was served with charge sheet 
alleging he has reissued ticket-Further alleged tickets 
were found in bag of petitioner-Enquiry conducted- 
Spot statement and statement of enquiry recorded- 
Petitioner submits after two years of incident enquiry 
started there w r as violation of rules and principles of 
natural justice-Petitioner dismissed from services- 
Petitioner filed dispute before Labour Court and 
reference made under provision of Act-Learned 
Labour Court rejected same hence this petition- 
Petitioner submits Labour Court failed to give benefit 
of provision of Section 11-A ot Act-Held, Court 
found, nothing has demonstrated to hold findings 
recorded by Labour Court are perverse in any 
manner. Absence of petitioner before Labour Court 
during crucial period i.e. at time of recording of 


10. At this juncture, I think it necessary mentioned 
that it is consistently held and accepted by the Hon'ble 
Apex Court that strict rules of evidence are not applicable 
to the proceedings, before the Labour Court/Tribunal. It is 
also well settled that the jurisdiction .of the Tribunal to 
interfere with the disciplinary matters or punishment cannot 
be equated with an appellate jurisdiction and the Tnbunal 
cannot interfere with the findings of the enquiry' officer or 
competent authority where they are not arbitrary' or utterly 
perverse. The power to impose penalty on a delinquent 
officer is conferred on the competent authority either by 
an act of legislature or rules made under the provision of 
Art. 309 of the Constitution. If there has been an enquiry 
consistent with the rules and in accordance with principles 
of natural justice what punishment would meet the ends of 
justice is a matter exclusively within the jurisdiction of the 
competent authority. It the penalty can lawfully be imposed 
and is imposed on the proved misconduct, the Tribunal 
has no power to substitute its own discretion for that of 
the authority. The adequacy of penalty unless it is malafide 
is certainly not a matter for the Tribunal to concern itself 
with. The Tribunal also cannot interfere w ith the penalty' it 
the conclusion of the enquiry officer or the competent 
authority is based on evidence. It is also well settled that a 
disciplinary proceeding is not a criminal trial and the 
standard or proof required is that of preponderance of 
probability and not proof beyond reasonable doubt. 

11. So, keeping in view' the principles settled by the 
Hon'ble Courts in the decisions mentioned above and the 
settled principles regarding the power of the Tribunal to 
interfere with the findmgs and punishment imposed by the 
authorities in a departmental enquiry, now, the present case 
in hand is to be considered. 

12. In this case, after going through the materials on 
record including the documents relating to the domestic 
enquiry held against the workman, it is found that the 
enquiry officer has dealt with the allegations made against 
the workman one after the other chronologically. He has 
also mentioned the evidence produced in support of the 
allegation the submission made by the parties in support 
of acceptance and rejection of the evidence and he has 
assigned congent reasons in support of his findings after 
analyzing the evidence. The findings ot the enquiry officer 
are based on the evidence adduced in the enquiry. From 
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the materials on record, it also cannot be said that this is a 
case of no evidence and the findings given by the enquiry 
officer cannot be arrived at by a prudent man on the 
evidence available on record. Hence, the findings of the 
enquiry officer cannot be said to be perverse. 

13. No material has been placed on record to show 
that there was false implication of the workman by the Ex- 
Branch Manager, Shri Pande. 

14. In the instant case, the workman was found guilty 
of misappropriating the Bank's funds, so, there was nothing 
wrong in the Bank losing confidence or faith in such an 
employees and awarding punishment of dismissal. In such 
cases, there is no place for generosity or misplaced 
sympathy and to interfere with the quantum of punishment. 

15. Applying the principles enunciated by the 
Hon'ble Courts as mentioned in the decisions cited by the 
learned advocate for the party no. 1 to the case in hand, it 
was not necessary for the disciplinary authority to consider 
the past record of the workman, while imposing the 
punishment. The punishment of dismissal of the workman 
from services cannot be said to be not commensurate with 
the misconduct, proved against him in a properly conducted 
departmental enquiry. 

From the materials on record and the discussions 
made above, it is found that there is no ground to interfere 
with the punishment imposed against the workman. Hence, 
it is ordered 

ORDER 

The action of the Vainganga Kshetriya Gramin Bank 
awarding the punishment of dismissal from the Bank service 
to the applicant Shri Waquar Ahmed Sheikh, is justified. 
The workman is not entiled to any relief. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
M 7 fw^rc, 2012 

^T. 3TT.3066.— 1947 (1947 

w (tM wit 36/2012) y+iftid 
°h td) "t", °t>*sl■H K ^ 07-09-2012 ^ WdtvSIT «TT I 

[H. P^~41012/14/2012-3TTi3!R. ] 

7*171 f%, 

New Delhi, the 7th September, 2012 

S.O. 3066, —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 36/2012) of the 
Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Chennai 
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between 
the management of Southern Railway, and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 07-09-2012. 

[No. L-41012/14/2012-ER. (B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUS¬ 
TRIAL 

TRIBUN AI t-CUM-LABOUR COURT, Cl IENNAI 
Tuesday, the 4th September, 2012 
Present : A.N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 36/2012 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Southern Railway and their Workman) 

BETWEEN 


Sri V. Raju 

: 1 st Party/Petitioner Union 

Vs. 

The Divisional 

Railway Manager 

Southern Railway 

Madurai Division 

Madurai 

: 2nd Party/Respondent 

Appearance: 

For the 1st Party/ 

Petitioner Union 

: Defaulted to appear 

For the 2nd Party/ 

Management 

: Sri D. Simon, Advocate 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide its Order No. L-41012/14/2012-IR(B-I) 
dated 15-06-2012 referred the following Industrial Dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

“Whether the action of the Management of Southern 
Railway, Madurai in terminating of service of 
Sri V. Raju who was working as Cleaner in Divisional 
Office Canteen w.e. f. 31-12-1985, is legal and justified? 
To what relief the workman is entitled?” 
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2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 36/2012 and issued notices to both 
sides. Respondent entered appearance through Advocate. 
Despite notice sent and served on the first party twice, 
petitioner did not appear in person or through Advocate 
Thereafter when the matter stood posted from time to time 
lately on today, the 03-09-2012 for further steps, petitioner 
was absent nor represented. No Claim or Counter Statement 
has been filed. 

3. Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether termination from service of Sri V. Raju, 

Cleamer, Divisional Office Canteen, Madurai w.e.f. 

31-12-1985 is legal and justified? 

(«) To what relief the concerned workman is entitled? 
Points(i) & (ii) 

4. The petitioner has neither entered appearance nor 
put forth any evidence in support of his case for answering 
the reference. Needless to say it is upon the petitioner to 
substantiate his case that his termination from service by 
the Management is not legal and justified, if it is actually 
so. When he wishes the Court to be satisfied and made 
believe that it is so it is for him to discharge that burden 
which has not been done. The inevitable conclusion is 
that his termination from service by the Management is 
only legal and justified and he is not entitled to any order 
to the contra. 

5. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4th September, 2012) 

A.N. JANARDAN AN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner Union 
For the 2nd Party/1st Management 
Documents Marked: 

On the Petitioner's side 
Ex.No. Date 

N/A 

On the Management's side 

Ex.No. Date 

N/A 

io farawK, 2012 

^T. 3TT.3067.—RutU 1947 (1947 

37T14) qrcr 
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[FT. Rrf-12012/97/2002 3 Tt£3TTF. (^-1) ] 
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New Delhi, the 10th September, 2012 

S.O. 3067. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 21/03) of 
the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of State Bank of India, and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
10-09-2012. 

[ No. L-12012/97/2002-IR (B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASH, IIJS, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAI, 
TRIBUN AI ,-CUM-LABOU R COURT, KANPUR, 

Industrial Dispute No. 21 of 03 

Between 

Sri Vinod Kumar 
C/o of Sri O P Mathur, 

117/K/36 Sarvodaya Nagar, 

Kanpur. 

And 

The Deputy General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zonal Office 
Mall Road, 

Kanpur. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government Mol New Delhi vide 
notification no. L-12012/97/2002-lR(B-I) dated 18-07-03 has 
referred the following dispute for adjudication to this 
tribunal. 

2. Whether the action of the management of the 
management of State Bank of India in terminating the 
services of Sri Vinod Kumar with effect from July, 1992 and 
thereafter non considering his name for rc-employment while 
reemploying others including the recruitment of fresh hands 
is legal and justified? If not what relief the applicant is 
entitled? 


: None 
: None 

Description 

Description 
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3. Brief facts are.— 

4. Claimant has alleged that he was engaged by the 
opposite party State Bank of India at its Regional Office at 
the post of Messenger in the month of April 1988. The post 
against which the claimant was engaged was a permenent 
post and the work which was performed by him was also 
permanent nature. Although the claimant ought to have 
been regularized by the opposite party but instead he was 
removed from the service with effect from 29th June, 1992. 
It is alleged by the claimant that the engagement of the 
claimant was at full rate wages and allowances. It is further 
pleaded by the claimant that after the termination of the 
claimant the bank appointed fresh hand which amounts to 
unfair labour practice and is violative of section 25G of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is also alleged that at the 
time of engagement he was interviewed by the authorities 
of the bank and he also submitted his testimonials and it is 
only after that he was engaged by the bank, 

5. It is stated that the bank made an advertisement 
for regularizing the services of the old workers working in 
the bank. The claimant also submitted his application in 
pursuant to the said advertisement and he was interviewed 
and his name was placed in the merit list prepared by the 
bank. This merit list is called as waiting list by the bank. 
The claimant approached higher officers of the bank and 
was given assurance that he will be engaged in near future 
at some place. The management appointed several fresh 
hands but despite giving assurance he was not given 
employment by the bank thus the bank breached the 
provisions of section 25H of the Act also. In paragraph 
no. 14, the applicant has disclosed the names of several 
persons who have been engaged by the bank ignoring the 
claim of the claimant. At last it is alleged by the claimant 
that the whole action of the bank on the basis of aversions 
made in the claim statement is illegal and ab initio void, 
therefore, the claimant is entitled to be reinstated in the 
service of the opposite party with full back wages, seniority 
and all consequential benefits. 

6. The opposite party has vehemently refuted the 
claim of the claimant on a number of grounds, inter-alia, 
the present dispute does not fall within the definition of 
Industrial Dispute as enshrined under Section 2-A of the 
Act, that section 25H of the act are not applicable in the 
case of the claimant as this provision would attract only to 
a retrenched permanent employee as per provisions of 
section 25F read with section 25B of the Act, that the 
present claim is highly belated, that the claim of the claimant 
is not maintainable in the eye of law as the Writ Petition on 
behalf of the claimant is filed bearing no. 22554 of2000 for 
the same issue which is still pending before the Hon r ble 
High Court, Allahabad and this fact has not been brought 
before the tribunal by the claimant. 


7. On merit it is admitted by the bank that the claimant 
was engaged on temporary basis, between, April, 88 to 
June, 88. During this period he had worked for 53 days 
only. The allegations levelled by the claimant have seriously 
been refuted by the bank stating that the bank is a public 
sector undertaking and works under strict rules and 
regulations, therefore, question adopting unfair labour 
practice by the bank does not arise. There was an 
agreement between the State Bank and Staff Federation on 
18-11-87 and 27-10-88, in pursuance of the aforesaid 
agreement all temporary employees were given an 
opportunity to appear in examination/interview and be a 
competitor on merit. The claimant also participated in that 
process without any protest and appeared before the 
interview committee on 07-08-89 and he was found suitable 
and his name figured at serial no. 14 of wait list prepared 
in this regard. The wait list as per settlement expired way 
back in 1997 and wait listed persons do not have any right 
of appointment on that basis after panel has lapsed. It is 
denied that any officer of the bank had extended any 
assurance to the claimant for his reemployment in the 
service of the bank. It is also admitted by the bank that a 
wait list was also prepared as per settlement in this regard 
and said wait list was expired on 31-03-97. No appointment 
was made on the priority of waiting list after expiration of 
its validity on 31-03-97. The question of termination does 
not arise in the case of the claimant as he was not a 
permanent employees, he was engaged for short period in 
the year of 1988 in the month of April, May and June for 11 
days, 22 days and 20 days respectively by the bank and for 
the rest the claimant is put to strict proof. In the end it is 
stated that the bank has never breached any of the 
provisions of the Act, nor the applicant was never engaged 
by the bank in the manner stated by the claimant in his 
claim, therefore, the claim of the claimant is devoid of merit 
and is liable to be rejected. Consequently the claimant is 
not entitled for any relief as claimed by him. 

8. Both parties have adduced oral as well as 
documentary evidence. 

9. Whereas the claimant has examined himself as wvv. 

1, the bank examined its Chief Manager MP Kamal as m. w. 1. 

10. Claimant has filed original appointment letter 
dated 02-12-91 paper no. 22/2 vide list of document dated 
01-08-2008. Workman has also filed photocopy of the claim 
filed before ALC(C) Kanpur and reply of the bank. 

11. Bank has also filed photocopies of settlement 
dated 17-11-87,16-07-88,27-10-88,09-01-91 and 09-06-95, 
certified copy of working certificate dated 01 -08-88, certified 
copy of application 22-08-88 and 17-07-89, copy of claim 
submitted before AL© and reply before ALC © vide list 
dated 07-05-07. Bank has also filed certified copy of waiting 
list vide paper no. 19/1 submitting that the name of the 
claimant is appearing at serial no. 14. 
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12. Heard the arguments and perused the records 
carefully. 

13. M.W.l Sri M.P. Kamal has stated on oath that 
for the appointment on the post of sub staff in the bank 
there is a prescribed procedure and claimant Sri Vinod Kumar 
was never appointed by following any prescribed 
procedure or issuing appointment letter. It is stated that 
Sri Vinod Kumar was engaged in between April 1988 to 
June 1988 and he worked for only 53 days as a canteen boy 
during the leave vacancy. This fact is also established as 
the claimant has moved an application which is paper 
no. 28/25-28. This is an application which was moved by 
the claimant for appearing in an interview when some 
vacancies of messenger level were required to be filled up. 

14. It is claimed by the bank that the claimant did not 
work thereafter. Opposite party has specifically stated that 
the letter paper no. 22/2 is a false one. 

15.1 have gone through the contents of this letter. In 
this letter which is alleged to be a appointment letter as 
claimed by the claimant by the workman it has been 
mentioned that Sri Vinod Kumar is hereby appointed as a 
temporary canteen staff at this office for a period of 29 
days ending on 30-12-91 with effect from 02-12-91 on a 
salary of as per bank rules. Its authenticity has been 
challenged by the opposite party. The present case is of 
the year 2003. This letter has been filed by the claimant not 
at the initial stage but in the year 2009 after moving an 
application. 

16. Now a point arises, that if it is an appointment 
letter though not fully proved by the claimant where the 
burden initially lies upon him, then what was the necessity 
of getting such an appointment letter at the belated stage 
and at the last stage, whereas the claimant himself claimed 
that he is continuously working since 1988 and he was 
appointed as a regular candidate. 

17. Considering the contention of the opposite party 
cognizance cannot be taken of such kind of appointment 
letter. 

18. It has been contended by the bank that there was 
an agreement between the Staff Federation and the Bank 
to make the temporary employs as permanent. This 
agreement took place in the ye‘ar 1987,1988,1991 and 1995. 
Bank has also filed the copies of this agreement which are 
paper no. 18/2-23. Under this agreement Vinod Kumar has 
applied and he was interviewed and he was also found 
suitable. A penal was prepared of the selected candidates 
which as per contention of the bank is called as wait list 
which is paper no. 19/2-3 and the name of the claimant figured 
at serial no. 14. This wait list was prepared on the basis of 
length of service. Wait list was prepared by the bank 
considering the number of working days of the candidate. 

19. It is also the case of the bank that the initial 
agreement took place between the bank and the Federation 


in the year 1987 was for filling up the vacancies falling up 
to 1991 due to retirement of the regular and permanent 
employees. Thereafter after this agreement continues to 
go on and it finally lasted on 31-12-97. Since the name of 
the claimant could not appeared at the wanting position by 
the bank therefore he could not be given appointment. 
Moreover it may be clarified that since the vacancy could 
not took place and the claimant despite having position at 
serial no. 14 in the waiting list and since the penal exhausted 
on 31 -12-97, therefore, he could not be given appointment. 

20. It is argued by the authorized representative for 
the claimant that this waiting list is not genuine as the 
same has not been prepared on a prescnbed proforma and 
it is a photocopy. I have examined all these aspect. 

21.1 would like to say that the claimant has applied in 
the year 1989, and he was found selected thereafter. But as 
the claimant is claiming that so many candidates like 
Sri Vijay Singh and others as mentioned in Para 14 of the 
claim statement have been engagement after his- 
termination. Though this fact has been denied by M.W. 1, 

I would like to say that if there was any malafide on the part 
of the management, when he was not given appointment 
on the basis of selection/waiting list, it was expected from 
him that he should have raised a voice against the 
management then and there if any arbitrariness was being 
committee by the management but he did not raise any hue 
and cry before the management and he raised the dispute 
in the year 2003 that at much belated stage without giving 
any explanation for delay in raising the dispute. 

22. This reference is in many parts. 

23. First of all the claimant has to prove that he had 
continuously worked for 240 days before the date of his 
termination July 1992. 1 have already found that the 
appointment letter paper no. 22/2 cannot be considered as 
genuine except this there is no other solid evidence from 
which it may be inferred that he has completed and worked 
continuously for more than 240 days in a calendar year 
preceding the date of his termination as is the prerequisite 
qualification of section 25E of the Act. 

24. Now coming to the second part of the reference 
order in denying reemployment of the workman in the 
service by the bank on the basis that other persons have 
been reemployed including the fresh hands. 

25. The opposite party has refuted the contention of 
the claimant. Even the opposite party has called from the 
claimant to file better particulars about the persons named 
in Para 14 of their claim statement but the claimant failed to 
provide the same before the tribunal. 

26. Therefore, the tribunal is not inclined to believe 
the case of the claimant that fresh hands were employed 
after the termination of the workman. 
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27. Having concluded that the workman has miserably 
failed to prove his case before the tribunal that he at any 
point of time had rendered continuous service for 240 days 
or more before termination of his service, therefore, he is 
not entitled for any relief as claimed by him pursuant to the 
reference order. Therefore, the reference is bound to be 
answered against the claimant and in favour of the bank. 

28. Reference is answered accordingly. 

RAM PARKASH, Presiding Officer 

^ 10 2012 
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New Delhi, the 10th September, 2012 

S.O. 3068. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publisheds the award (Ref. No. 155/ 
1999 of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of ECL and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 10-09-2012. 

[No. 1^22012/124/1999-fR(C-II)] 

B. M. PATNAIK, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRALGOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL, 

PRESENT : Sri Jayanta Kumar Sen, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. 155 OF 1999. 

PARTIES : The Asst. General Secretary, KMC, Asansol 
(WB). 

Vs. 

The Agent, Madhujore Colliery, M/s ECL, 
Burdwan (W.B.) * 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the management : Sri P.K. Das. Ld. Advocate 

For the union (Workman) : None 

3 C 28 <2 fycj 


Industry : Coal State: West Bengal 

Dated-—08-08-12 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
124/99-IR (CM-II) dated 08-09-1999 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Madhujore Colliery of M/s. ECL in dismissing 
Sh. SukU-Majhi, Trammer from services is legal and 
justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

Having receivd the Order of Letter No. L-22012/124/ 
99/IR( CM-II) dated 08-09-1999 of the above said reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 155 of 
1999 was registered on 23-09-1999 and accordingly an order 
to that effect was passed to issue notices through 
he registered post to the parties cocnemed directing them 
to appear in the court on the date fixed and to file their 
written statements along with the relevant documents and 
a list of witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance 
of the said order notices by the registered post were sent 
to the parties concerned. 

It was submitted by the Union that the case may be 
closed as the workman has already joined in service and is 
no more interested to contest the case. Since the workman 
is no more interested to proceed with the case further, the 
case is closed and accordingly an order of "No Dispute" is 
hereby passed. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and the same is passed as no 
dispute existing. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, 
of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for information 
and needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

JAYANTAKUMAR SEN, Presiding Officer 
10 2012 
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[IT. 1^-22012/421/1999-344$ 3TR (ETEII)] 

71. ttiT. TSTTTF. STfWTCt 

New Delhi, the 10th September, 2012 

S.O. 3069. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ret. No. 75/2000 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 10-09-2012. 

[No. L-22012/421 /1999-IR (C-II)] 
B. M. PATNA IK, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVmNMENT 
IN1)USTRL\L TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/75/2000 

PRESIDING OFFICER : SHRIMOHD. SHAKIR HASAN 
The Secretary', 

R.K.K.M.S. (INTUC), 

PO Chandametta, 

Distt. Chhindwara (MP) - • ■ Workman 

Versus 

Chief General Manager, 

WCL, Pench Area, 

PO Parasia, ...Management 

Distt. Chhindwara (M.P.) 

AWARD 

Passed on this 14 th day of August. 2012 

1. The Government of India, Minsitry of Labour vide 
is Notification No. L-22012/421/99-IR (CM-II) dated 
29-2/7-3-2000 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal :- 

’’Whether the action of the management of WCL, 
Pench Area, PO Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara (MP) in 
not correcting the date of birth of Shn Babulal Khaira, 
Asstt. Foreman of Regional Workshop 1 WCL, Pench 
Area, PO Chandametta, Distt. Chhindwara (MP) is 
justified? If not to what relief the workman is entitled?" 

2. The case of the union/workman in short is that the 


workman was appointed on the post of apprentice on 
1-8-1963 by the erstwhile company M/s. Shaw Wallace 
Company which was subsequently amalgamated in WCL. 
His age was 18 years at the time of entering into the service 
and the date of birth recorded in the School as per School 
leaving certificate was 1-7-1945. It is stated that after 
amalgamation in WCL, his date of birth was altered as 
1-7-1943 without any reason and without any notice. 
M/s. Shaw Wallace Company destroyed the registers and 
did not handover the same to WCL. It is stated that 
5-2-1981 an Instruction Circular No. 37 was issued and a 
notice was pasted on the notice board on 12-9-81 inviting 
objection if any regarding dispute of date of birth. The 
workman submitted representation dated 20-9-81 claiming 
his date of birth as 1-7-1945. It is stated that after seeking 
permission, he passed the Higher Secondary School 
Certificate Examination in 1986 and the Board issued the 
certificate showing his date of birth as 1-7-1945. Thereafter 
another Instruction Circular No. 76 was issued and was 
circulated on 25-4-88 for dealing the dispute of date of 
birth. It is stated that the management prepared the service 
record of the employee which was sent to the workman 
also. The workman raised objection that his date of birth is 
T7-1945 instead of 1-7-1943 but the management did not 
review his date of birth. Thereafter the dispute of date of 
birth was raised by the Union on 13-7-1998 but the 
management did not coirect the date of birth. The Indus trial 
dispute was then raised by the Union before the Asstt. 
Labour Commissioner, Chhindwara and hence the reference 
is made to the Tribunal. It is submitted that the reference 
be answered in favour of the Union/workman. 

3. The management appeared and filed Written 
Statement. The case of the management, interaiia, is that 
admittedly the workman Shri Babulal Khaira was 
appointed by erstwhile M/s. Shaw Wallace Company on 
1-8-1963 which was subsequently amalgamated in WCL. 
As per service record available to the management such as 
Form B (old and new), his date of birth is recorded as 
1-7-1943. It is stated that after Instruction No. 37, a notice 
was displayed in 1982 showing his date of birth but the 
workman never raised any dispute with regard to his date 
of birth. Again after Instruction No. 76, the service excerpts 
were circulated in 1987 but he did not raise any dispute of 
his age. It is stated that he had passed Class Vllth and 
subsequently matriculation bul the workman did not 
produce any certificate at the time of initial appointment. 
He had raised industrial dispute after 35 years in the year 
1998. It is submitted that the workman is not enttiled to 
any relief. 

4. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the 
following issues are framed for adjudication 

I. Whether the action of the management in not 
correcting the date of birth of Shn Babulal Khaira is 
justified? 
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II. To what relief the workman is entitled? 

, 5. Issue No I 

The workman Shri Babulal is examined in the case. He 
has supported his case in his evidence. He has stated that 
he was initially appointed on 1-8-1963 in the erstwhile 
M/s. Shawailance company and he was 18 years old which 
comes to 1-7-1945. He has stated that he had passed High 
School Examination from Private Category in 1986. He has 
further stated that in 1981 the notice was displayed showing 
his date of birth and he raised dispuite of his age on 20-9- 
81 and gave his certificate of Class Vllth. Again in view of 
Circular No. 76, the service record of the workman was 
prepared in 1987 and his signature was obtained. He raised 
objection of his age at that time but it was not decided. He 
has stated that then the Union gave a letter to the 
management on 13-7-98 for correction of his age and when 
the age was not corrected by the management, the Industrial 
Dispute was raised. His evidence clearly shows that the 
management invited objection of dispute of age if any and 
when the dispute was raised at the right time, the 
management did not take any decision in view of the 
c irculars. The workman has not filed any original document 
in the case nor the photocopies of the documents are 
proved by the Union/workman in accordance with law. The 
genuinety of the photocopies of the documents cannot be 
presumed. Thus these documents are not reliable. 

6. On the other hand the management has also adduced 
oral and documentary evidence in the case. The management 
witness Shri H.K. Singh is Dy. Chief Personnel Manager in 
WCL, Pench Area. He has come to support the case of the 
management. He has admitted that the workman Shri Babulal 
Khaire was initially appointed on 1-8-1963 m erstwhile 
company M/s. Shawallace. The said company was 
amalgamated in WCL, Pench Area. As per records available 
his date of birth was recorded as 1 -7-1943. This itself shows 
that all records of the entire period of the service of the 
workman was not available, specially the period of his initial" 
appointment in M/s. Shawallace. He has referred Form, 'B' 
prepared at different times in the WCL but none of the original 
documents are filed by the management to substantiate the 
evidence of the management. He has stated that service 
excerpts were circulated to each and every employee. He 
has stated that the service exceprt of Babulal was given to 
him and he did not raise any objection. The management 
has filed the photocopy of the Service Excerpt of Babulal. 
The original has not been filed nor it is proved. However the 
photocopy shows that Babulal had raised objection of his 
age in the year 1987 that his date of birth is 1-7-1945. This 
shows that the management has intentionally not filed the 
original documents and has not proved the documents in 
the case so that it will be clear that the workman had raised 
objection of his age in the year 1987 when it was asked by 


the management. There is nothing to show that the 
management has ever reviewed the age of the workman 
inspite of rasing dispute. The management has also not 
proved the photocopies of the documents filed in the case 
in accordance with law. This is clear that the action of the 
management is not justified in not correcting the date of 
birth of the workman without reviewing in accordance 
with the circulars issued by the management. This issue is 
decided in favour of the union/workman and against the 
management. 

7. Issue No. II 

Considenng the discussion made above, it is clear 
that the workman had raised age dispute when it was asked 
by the management in the year 1987 but the management 
had not reviewed in accordance with the circulars. The 
management is directed to review the age of the workman 
Shri Babulal Khaire after givmg him full opportunity to 
prove his case within two months from the receipt/ 
production of the copy of award. In case it is found that his 
date ofbirth is 1 -7-1945 then to pay him all monetary benefits 
till the date of retirement as in any case the workman has 
attaiend the age of superannuation. If the management 
fails to determine the age within the prescribed period, 
then the management is directed to pay all monetary benefit 
to the workman considering his date ofbirth as 1-7-1945. 
Accordingly the reference is answered. 

8. In the result, the award is passed without any order to 
costs. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
10 fadHI, 2012 
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New Delhi, the 10th September, 2012 

S.0.3070. —In pursuance ofSection 17 ofthe Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of1947), the Central Government hereby 
publishes the award (Ref. No. 38/99) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur 
as shown in the annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
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between the employers in relation to the management of 
SECT and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10-09-2012. 

[No. L-22012/43/1998-ER (C-D)] 

B. M. PATNAIK, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL'TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/38/99 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI MOHD. SHAKIR 
HASAN 

The General Secretary, 

Janta Mazdoor Sangh (HMS), 

Branch Sohagpur .Area, 

Qtr. No. A/17, Railway Colony, 

PO Dhanpur, 

Shahdol (MP) • • Workman 

Versus 

General Manager, 

Sohagpur Area of SECL, 

PO Dhanpuri, 

Distt. Shahdol (MP) ■ ■ .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 8th day of August 2012 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/43/98-ER (CM-II) dated 23-12- 
1998 has referred the following dispute for adjudication by 
this tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Sharda 
Open Caste Mine of Sohagpur Area of SECL in not 
promoting Shn B.N. Tiwari, Mining Sirdar to higher 
grade as per the Cadre Scheme is legal and justified? 
If not to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. The case of the union/workman in short is that the 
workman Shri B.N. Tiwari ^vas working on the post of 
Mining Sardar Grade-C since 7-12-1987 continuously. It is 
stated that as per 1.1. No. 45 dated 28-6-85 the promotion 
on the post of Production-cum-Safety Asstt. Grade B is to 
be done in Group level whereas the management did 
promotion on the basis of Area level and he was as such 
not promoted on the said post. It is stated that vide letter 
No. 226 dated 15-2-96 the promotion was to be done by 
Departmental Promotion Committee (in short DPC) and he 
was asked to submit all documents but he was not called to 
appear in the DPC. It is stated that he was never been 
communicated any adverse remark. It is submitted that the 


management be directed to promote him on the post ol 
Production-Cum-Safety Asstt. Grade B from January, 1995 
and to pay the salary accordingly. 

3. The management appeared and filed Written Statement 
in the reference case. The case of the management, interalia, 
is that admittedly the workman was working as a Mining 
Sardar Grade-C since 7-12-1987. It is stated that for 
upgradation to the post of Production-cum-Safety 
Assistant there are certain conditions to be complied with 
which are as follows—(a) seven years experience in Mining 
Sardar T&S Grade C (b) Availability of vacant post and (c) 
as per staffing pattern Production-cum-Safety Assistant 
which should not be more than 15% of the Mining Sardar 
Grade-C. It is stated that there is no rule for promotion on 
the said post on Group level. It is further stated that the 
workman was very junior in the list of Mining Sardar and 
as such he was not called by the DPC. It is submitted that 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. 

4. On the pleadings of both the parties, the following 

issues are framed for adjudication-. 

I. Whether the action of the management in not 
promoting the workman to higher grade as per the 
cadre scheme is legal and justified? 

II. To what relif the workman is entitled? 

5. Issue No. I 

The union/workman has not adduced any evidence 
inspite of sufficient time for about five years granted to 
him. Lastly his right to adduce evidence in the case was 
closed on 13-8-2010. 

6. The management has filed evidence of one witness 
and has also filed documentary evidence. Now let us 
examine the evidence adduced by the management. The 
management witness Shri Dharmrajan Panicker is working 
as Asstt. Manager (Personnel) at Sharda Open Caste Mine. 
He has stated that the workman is most junior in Mining 
Sardar category and his position is at serial No. 66. The 
promotion in Production-cum-Safety Assistant is based 
on the conditions that the employee has seven year 
experience in Mining Sardar T&S Grade-C, availability of 
vacant post and as per staffing pattern which should not 
be more than 15% of the Mining Sardar Grade “C”. He has 
stated that the DPC recommended the names on 19-8-1996 
and 3-6-1997 of Mining Sardars accordingly. His evidence 
clearly shows that he was junior in seniority list as such as 
per availability of vacant post, his name was not 
recommended. He has further stated that on 29-9-2000 DPC 
was again held and the name of the workman was 
recommended. He was accordingly promoted on 17-11 -2000 
on the said post. His evidence is unrebutted. There is no 
reason to disbelieve his evidence. 

7. The management has also filed documents in the case. 
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Annexure M/2 is the seniority list. It is filed to show that 
the name of the workman stands at Serial No. 66 in the 
cadre of Mining Sardar. This clearly shows that he was 
very junior from those who were earlier promoted in Grade 
B. Moreover this is not a case of supersession from juniors. 
Annexure M/7 is the recommendation dated 29-9-2000 of 
the DPC which shows that his name was recommended for 
promotion as overman Grade-B. Annexure M/8 is the office 
order dated 14/17-11-2000 whereby the workman is 
promoted as overman Grade-B. Thus it is clear from the 
evidence that as per seniority and availability of post, the 
workman was promoted. Thus this issue is decided against 
the workman and in favour of the management. 

8 . Issue no. II 

It is evident on the basis of the above discussion 
that the workman is not entitled to any relief and the 
management is legal and justified in not promoting the 
workman before 14/17-11-2000. The reference is accordingly 
answered. 

9. In the result, the award is passed without any order to 
costs. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
11 ffcifWK, 2012 

^T.3TT.3071.—3MfW 1947 (1947 

^7 14) mj 17 ^ Wfrl 

^^ =t)4 c bi<i 4> 

WTeft^WIT22/1999)^1 

11-09-2012 1 

p3. ^-*12012/167/1999-3^.3^.(^-1)]“. 

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2012 

S.O. 3071. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 22/1999) 
of the Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Sangli as shown 
in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the* 
management of State Bank of India and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 11-09-2012 

[No. L-12012/167/1999-IR(B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT AT SANGLI. 

(Presided over by Shri S.R. Navandar) 

Ref. (I.D.A.) No. 22/1999 

Exh.No_ 

Adjudication Between 

Regional Manager 
State Bank oflndia, 

Region No. 1 Regional Office, 

‘Gulmohar’ 2420 East Street, 

Pune-1. ...1st Party. 

And 

Shri Raosaheb'Vaman Kamble, 

R/o. Arag, Tal-Miraj, 

Distt. - Sangli. .. .2nd Party. 

Claim:— 

Reinstatement with continuity of service and full back 
wages of 2nd Party. 

Shri B.S. Chavan, Advocate for 1st Party. 

Shri K.D. Shinde, Advocate for 2nd Party 

AWARD 

(Delivered on 07th day of August, 2012) 

This is a reference made under Section-10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. (hereinafter referred to as the 
’’Act"). 

(2) Certain facts of the case are as follows:— 

2nd party workman Raosaheb Waman Kamble was 
serving as a "Sweeper" with the 1st party Bank since 
01-01-1987. Initially he rendered his services at Arag 
Branch and then at Miraj Branch of district Sangli. 
His services were terminated on 30-03-1995. 

(3) Brief facts of the case of 2nd party workman are as 
follows:— 

The 2nd party workman had enrolled himself with 
the Employment Exchange Office from where his 
name was recommended to the 1st party. Accordingly, 
he was called for interview and then by the 
recruitment process he was appointed to the post of 
sweeper by the 1st party Bank on 01-01-1987. He 
was regular employee of the Bank and was 
continuously in service till 30-03-1995. His name was 
shown in the seniority list of temporary employees 
which was named as “Waiting List” by the 
Management. From May, 1990 to the date of 
termination the 2nd party workman was serving at 
Wanless Hospital, Miraj as per the order of the 
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Management. It was assured by the Management 
that he would be absorbed in regular service as per 
availability of posts. However, the 2nd party 
workman has not been absorbed purposely. Some 
juniors to the 2nd party workman were absorbed by 
the Management thereby violating the rules and by 
laws. As such the 1st party Bank has illegally 
terminated his services. 

(4) The 1st party Bank has not complied the 
mandatory requirements provided under Section-25 (g) of 
the Act and for that reason also the termination is illegal. 
His services were terminated on the basis ot an agreement 
which had taken place between Union and the 
Management. Said agreement is not binding upon the 2nd 
party workman as he was not a member of the Union and 
had not consented the agreement. On this ground the 2nd 
party workman has alleged that the 1st party' Bank is thus 
indulged in unfair labour practice and illegally terminated 
him Therefore, he has prayed for reinstatement in service 
with full back wages. 

(5) The 1st party has resisted the claim by filing its 
Written Statement at Exh. C-4. it has specifically denied 
that the 2nd party workman is in continuous service of the 
Bank and further that he had completed 240 days service in 
any year preceding to the 30-03-1995. It is contended that 
the 2nd parly workman w v as engaged purely on daily wages 
and temporary basis and has never completed the desired 
period of service to be called as regular employee of the 
Bank. It has further denied that any seniority list ot the 
temporary employees were prepared. According to the Bank 
it was a waiting list of the temporary employees which was 
subject to the settlement arrived at between recognized 
Union and the Bank. 

(6) It has further contended that the recognized Union 
of the 1st party Rank, after deliberations and discussion, 
had arrived at a settlement on 17-11-1987 which was 
modified, rectified and clarified by the subsequent 
settlements dt. 16-07-1988, 27-10-1988, 01-01-1991 and 
13-07-1996. As per the said settlements the Bank had agreed 
to absorb temporary employees in subordinate cadre on 
permanent basis in case of vacancies. It w as further agreed 
that said absorption would be done up to 31 -03-1997 and 
thereafter the remaining waiting list of temporary employees 
would stand lapsed. According to the Bank, as per the 
settlements certain temporary employees from the waiting 
list were absorbed but the list did not reach the 2nd party 
workman till due date and hence the list w as lapsed. It is 
specifically contended that the settlement with the 
recognized Union was and is binding on the 2nd party 
workman also being it was the settlement with the 
recognized Union w'ho represented all the workers of the 
1 st party, as per Section-2 (P) and 18 (i) ot the Act. 

(7) It is further contended that no junior employee to 
the 2nd party workman, from the waiting list was absorbed 


in regular cadre and there is no breach of any of the 
statutory provision. It has further contended that this court 
has no jurisdiction to grant permanency m the employment 
and hence the grievance of the 2nd party workman cannot 
be adjudicated before this court. It is further contended 
that the 2nd party workman has appeared before the court 
nearly after four year of his termination. He has not 
explained as to why such a long delay has been caused in 
lodging his grievance. Thus, the claim suffers from 
inordinate delay and latches, and for that reason also it is 
not maintainable. 

8. From the pleadings of the parties my Learned 
Predecessor has framed following issues at Exh. 0-3. I 
record my findings them for the reasons to follow . 

ISSUES FINDINGS 

(1) Whether the action of 1 st Party In the affirmative. 
in terminating the services of 

the 2nd party is legal and 

justified? 

(2) If not, to what relief 2nd party In the negative, 

is entitled to? 

(3) What order? Reference is 

dismissed as per 
final order. 

REASONS 

9. To prove the claim workman Raosaheb has 
examined himself on oath. He has filed on record documents 
showing his appointment to the temporary post with list 
Exh.U-16. 

10. The 1st Party Bank has led no oral evidence. It 
has filed on record the settlement arrived at between the 
recognized Union and the Management with list Exh. C-9. 

11. Heard Learned Advocate Mr. K. D. Shinde, for 
the 2nd party and Learned Advocate Mr. B.S. Chavan, for 
the 1st party Bank. 

12. As to issue No. 1: 

Although initially the 2nd party workman had claimed 
that he was in regular service of the Bank and that he had 
completed 240 days service in a year, during trial and at the 
time of arguments it has been fairly conceded that he w'as 
not a regular employee of the Bank. Ihe documents 
produced on record by the workman itself show that he 
had not completed 240 days service in any year during the 
period of01 -01-1987 to 30-03-1995. It is also not disputed 
that the Bank had selected the 2nd party workman for the 
services of sweeper, kept him on waiting list and his 
absorption was depending upon vacancies as regulated 
by the settlement between Union and the Bank. 
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J 3. The certificates issued by the 1 st party Bank (Exh. 
U-17 to 19) in favour of the workman denotes that his 
services were availed by the Bank as and when necessary 
and payment of wages was made as per the work done by 
the workman on the particular days. It is specifically 
mentioned in every letter that his services were of temporary 
nature. The bank has filed on record settlements No. 1 to 5 
taken place between All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the 1st party which are clear to the effect 
that the employees on daily wages and temporary basis be 
absorbed as per the waiting list till 31/3/1997. It was also 
agreed to prepare panels of temporary employees and 
accordingly the waiting list were prepared. Certain 
employees were absorbed in service as per the vacancies 
and the remaining list of employees was lapsed. As per the 
settlements noted above it is clear that the temporary 
employees who could not be absorbed in regular service 
were not entitled to be continued even on temporary basis. 

14. Learned Advocate Mr. K.D. Shinde has argued 
that the workman was not a member of the Union who 
entered into the above mentioned settlement and therefore 
the terms of settlement cannot be made applicable to him. 
It is further argued that a Union has to see welfare of 
workman and if the agreement is not in the welfare of a 
workman, it cannot be said to be valid agreement or 
settlement. 

15. It is not disputed that All India State Bank of 
India Staff Federation was a Union registered under Trade 
unions Act and it was representing the workmen of the 
Bank. There was no other recognized Unions of the Bank. 
Section-2(p) of the Act has defined what is settlement. The 
definition is quoted hereinafter for proper appraisal. 

[sec. 2(p)] Settlement means a settlement arrived at 
in the course of conciliation proceeding and includes a 
written agreement between the employer and workmen 
arrived at otherwise than in the course of conciliation 
proceeding where such agreement has been signed by 
the parties thereto in such manner as may be prescribe <£ 
and a copy thereof has been sent to an officer authorized 
in this behalf by the appropriate Government and the 
conciliation officer. 

16. The settlement arrived at between the Unions 
and the Bank has been titled to be under Section-2 (p) of 
the Act. It mean to say that it is a settlement between all the 
employees of the Bank and the Management. A recognized 
Unions is empowered enter into an agreement with the 
Management and can arrive at a settlements which has 
binding effect on all the workers, may they be members of 
the said Union or not. Section-18 (i) of the Act is clear ort 
that point. It is proper to reproduce the provision at this 
place. 

[sec.l8(i)J A settlement arrived at by agreement 
between the employer and workman otherwise than in 
the course of conciliation proceeding binding on the 
parties to the agreement 


Provided that where there is a recognized Union 
for any undertaking under any law for the time being in 
force than such agreement (not being an agreement in 
respect of dismissal, discharge removal, retrenchment, 
termination of service or suspension of an employee) shall 
be arrived at between the employer and the recognized 
Union only; and such agreement shall be binding on all 
persons referred to in Clause-(c) and Clause-(d) of sub- 
Section-(3) of this Section. 

17. On cumulative reading of Section-18(i) and 
Section-2 (p) of the Act it is clear that an agreement taken 
place or settlement arrived at between a recognized Union 
and the Management has binding effect on all the workers. 
Only because an employee or worker is not member of that 
Union, he cannot claim exemption by saying that it is not 
applicable to him. In taking this view I am fortified by the 
judgment ofi ion'ble Apex Court in the case of Ram Pukar 
Singh & Other V/s. Heavy Engineering Corporation & 
Others, reported in A.I.R. 1995, S.C. Page No. 251. On 
the similar facts Hon'ble Apex Court has observed as 
follows: 

" Admittedly, there was only one Union representing 
all workers during all the relevant period. The settlement 
dated 13th September, 1990 was admittedly under 
Section-12(3) read with Section-18 and other provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. The settlement was, 
therefore binding on all the workmen whether they were 
members of the Union or not". 

18. From the above observation it is clear that the 
settlement arrived at between the recognized Union and 
the Management was and is binding upon the 2nd party 
workman. As per the said settlement the Bank has absorbed 
candidates on waiting list against vacancies. The list could 
not reach up to the 2nd party workman and hence he could 
not be absorbed. In the result it has been lapsed. When the 
policy has been fixed and agreed upon by the workers, the 
employer cannot be compelled to continue the employment 
of the 2nd party, even in the nature of a temporary employee. 
Admittedly, the 2nd party workman was not appointed in 
accordance with the rules but was engaged on the basis of 
need of the work. He was nonetheless the worker on daily 
wages. Hence, his disengagement from service cannot be 
constructed to be a retrenchment under the Act. Hon'ble 
Apex Court in the case of Himanshu Vidhyarthi V/s. State 
of Bihar, reported in 1997, S.C. Page No. 3657, similar 
circumstance has observed that the concept of 
retrenchment cannot be stretched to such an extent to cover 
the temporary or daily wages employees. 

19. The above observations leads me to conclude 
that the applicant is not entitled to be reinstated as his 
disengagement from service does not amount to 
retrenchment, nor it is illegal. The 1st party Bank, in the 
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light of settlements arrived at with the Unions, cannot be 
compelled to provide employment to the 2nd party even of 
temporary nature. There was absolutely no evidence ot 
any illegality committed by the 1st party Bank. It has acted 
upon the terms of settlements. It is correct that the 2nd 
party workman was serving for sufficiently long period 
with the 1 st party Bank however he cannot be assisted by 
law in the given circumstances. Hence, I find that the 
termination of the 2nd party workman was legal and 
justified. Accordingly, I answer issue no, 1 in the affirmative. 

20. As to issue No. 2 :— 

As the action of the terminating services of the 2nd 
party workman is found to be legal and justifiable, the 2nd 
party' workman cannot be given any relief. It is therefore I 
answer issue No. 2 in the negative and proceed to pass the 
following order. 

ORDER 

1. The reference is answered in negative. 

2. Claim of the workman stands disposed. 

Sangli. 

S. R. NAVANDAR. Presiding Officer 

Dated: 07-08-2012. 

Tf feeft, 11 fW^R, 2012 

^T.3TT.3072. - - 3MP l 4» afffapRW, 1947 ( 1947 
14) -sfff RR! 17 ^ *<14 PK4/R UPlHI ®NR“fcT. 

if fife: ^Pl«b RRfR 3tt€ilp|^ 

1/2000) ^wf?prwrt, ^ 

11-09-2012 ^ I 

[R. TJ£T-12012/468/99-3R^.3TR.(Rt-!)] 
TRR f%, t&> 

New Delhi, the-11th September, 2012 

S.O. 3072. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 1 '2000) of 
the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Sangli as shown 
in the Annexure, in the industrial dispuie between the 
management of Sangli Bank Limited and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 11-09-2012. 

[No. L-12012/468/1999-lR(B-l)j 
RAMESH S1NGII. Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, AT SANGLI 

(Presided over by Shri S.R. Navandar) 

Ref. (I.D.A.) No. 1/2000 

Exh. No. 

Adjudication Between 
Manager, 

Sangli Bank Limited. ... 1st Party. 

And 

Shri. Yasin Dastgir Shaikh. ■ ■ -2nd Party 

Claim 

Reinstatement with continuity of service and full back 
wages of 2nd Party. 

Shri. U. J. Chipre, Advocate for 1 st party. 

Shri Gramopadhye, Advocate for 2nd Party. 

AWARD 

(Delivered on 1 st day of August, 2012) 

This is a reference made under Section-10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. (hereinafter referred to as the 
“Act’”.) 

(2) Brief facts of the case are as follows:- 

2nd party' workman Yasin Shaikh was serving as a 
"Sweeper" with the 1st party since December-1995. 
He remained absent and hence on 23 -04-1996 the 1 st party 
has terminated his services informing him that due lo 
abandonment of service he has been discharged. 
Challenging the termination of service the 2nd party 
workman had approached the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner. Conciliation proceeding was held but did 
not succeed. It is therefore this reference. 

(3) The 2nd party workman has filed his Statement of 
claim at Exh, U-4 contending that he was suffering from 
illness and hence could not attend the duty from 
08 December to 31 -12-1995. According to him he thereafter 
visited the Bank to resume duty but was not allowed by 
the Branch Manager. It is alleged that the Bank Officers 
purposely sent him back and finally claiming absenteeism 
terminated his services. He has therefore claimed reinstated 
with back wages. 

(4) The 1 st party Bank has filed its Written Statement at 
Exh. C-5. It has specifically denied that the 2nd party 
workman had approached the Bank to resume services after 
December-1995. According to the Bank the workman was 
continuously absent without showing any reason since 
06-12-1995 till 22-04-1996. It is specifically contended that 
the Bank had issued a notice to the workman on 23-3-1996 
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thereby calling-upon him to resume the duty but he failed. 
In the result as per the rules the services of the workman 
stand terminated. 

(5) From the pleadings of the parties my Learned 
Predecessor has framed following issues at Exh. 0-3. 1 
record my finding them for the reasons to follow: 

ISSUES FINDINGS 

(1) Does the 2nd party prove that the In the 

action of the Management of Sangli negative. 

Bank Limited, Sangli in terminating 

his services w.e.f. 22-4-1996 is 
illegal? 

(2) Does the 1 st party prove that the 2nd In the 

party remained absent affirmative. 

unauthorizcdly and thus abandoned 

the services? 

(3) Whether the 2nd party is entitled to In the 

relief prayed for? negative. 

(4) What order? Reference 

is rejected 
as per final 
order. 

REASONS 

(6) The 2nd party workman has filed on record his 
examination-in-chief on 28-7-2005 but thereafter remained 
continuously absent and hence his cross-examination 
cannot be recorded. The said affidavit of the workman has 
no evidentiary value and hence cannot be taken into account 
as an evidence. 

(7) The respondent Bank has led no oral evidence. 
It has filed on record all the doucments relating to the 
service of the workman, alongwith notices issued to him 
on different occasions. 

(8) As to issues No. 1 to 3: 

Admittedly 2nd party workman was continuously absent 
and did not attend the duty since 06-12-1995 till he was 
served with the notice dt. 23-3-1996. However, he did 
nothing. 

(9) The record shows that even before year 1995 he was 
given warning and reprimanded for remaining absent and 
not doing his work punctually and honestly. It is clear that 
he was a chronic case of absenteeism and has lost his 
serv ice due to his own negligence. The copies of the rules 
filed on record with Exh. C-l 1 show that the Bank has 
terminated his service following due process of law which 
calls for no interference. Hence, I answer issue No. 1 and 3 
in the negative and issue No. 2 in the affirmative and 
proceed to pass the following order. 

3 iM £$ 7 $-)} 


ORDER 

1. The reference in answered in negative. 

2. Claim of the workman stands disposed. 

S. R. NAVANDAR, Presiding Officer 
ferft, 12 2012 

4T37T.3073,-3tW j r4> frWK 3Tffrfrm, 1947 (1947 
14) SJKT 17 ^ 

(44M<hl 3ffr ^ 37^*77? 

faorrs 3 TR3FTK aMPi* 

4. 2, WK ^ W (371 i'it TRSTT 30/2008) ^ 9+1 ft Id 
t, ^ TTTmK 12-9-2012 mtW<rg3TTm I 

[77. ^-20012/30/2008-37T^ 37R (7fftrc?-I)] 

3L3trT 37^*TFT 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2012 

S.O. 3073.— -In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby published the Award Ref. 30/2008 of the Cent. Govt. 
Industrial Tribunal No. 2, Dhanbad as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industiral Dispute between the 
management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 12-09-2012. 

[No. L-20012/30/2008 -IR(CM-I)] 

AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE > 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (No. 2) 

AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT 

Shri Kisori Ram, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(1) (d) of the I.D. Act., 1947. 

REFERENCE No. 30 of2008, 

PARTIES : Employer in relation to the management of 
Lodna Area of M/s BCCL and their workman. 

APPEARNCES: 

On behalf of the workman : None 

On behalf of the management : Mr. U.N. Lai, Ld. 

Advocate; 
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State : Jharkhand Industry: Coal 
Dated, Dhanbad, the 30th July, 2012. 

ORDER 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercivSe of the powers conferred on them under Section 
i 0( 1) (d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal vide their Order No. L-20012/30/ 
2008-IR(CM'I) dt. 28.04.2008. 

SCHEDULES 

“Whether the action of the management Bagdidi Colliery 
of Lodna Area of M/s BCCL in dismissing sh. Manoj 
Kumar Singh, SDL, Cableman from the sendees of the 
company w.e. 1. 22-4-2006 is legal and justified? It not, to 
what relief is the concerned workman entitled?.” 

2. None appeared for the Union/workmen Manoj" 
Kumar Singh, SDL Cable man nor written statement filed 
on behalf of the workman despite four Regd. Notices 
dated 28-1-2011, 18-5-2011, 12-10-201 1, 15-3-2012 and 
1 8-4-2012 issued to the Union on its address noted in the 
Reference, non of which returned unserved Mr. U. N. Lai, 
the Ld. Advocate for the Management is present. 

Perused the case record. It stands clear that the case 
has been all along pending since 25th March, 2011 for 
filing written statement on behalf of the workman in the 
case which is related to the dismissal of workman Manoj 
Kumar Singh w.e.f. 22-4-06 for which despite ample 
apportumty as well as aforesaid four Regd. notices, no 
written statement of the workman has been filed even today. 
Thus the very conduct of the sponsoring Union Bahujan 
Mazdoor Union as well as that of the workman shows their 
unwillingness to pursue the case. Hence, proceeding with 
the case for uncertainity is worthless and unnecessary. 
Hence, the case is closed and accordingly an order is passed 
as no longer existent of the Industrial Dispute. 

KISHORI RAM, Presidmg Officer 
Ef 12 2012 

^rr. 3TT.3074.’—faqic 1947 (1947 

cfrl 14) 

W& w&k sMfU* ^ 2 , 

( 3TT^ "51299/2001 ) Ef?t yeblfw 'TIcft f>, 
4i<l<4 12-09-2012 ^TRTRT 

L3TT ^ I 

(U TTcT-20012/304/2001 -3Tf i 3TK 
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New Delhi, the 12th September, 2012 

S.0.3074. —hi pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ret. No. 299/2001) oi the 
Central Government Industrial l ribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No II, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation on the 
management of M/s. BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 12.09.2012. 

f No. L-20012/304/2001-IR (C-I)J 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) 

PRESENT 

Shri Kishori Ram, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(1) (d) ofthel.D. Act., 1947. 

REFERENCE No. 299 of2001. 

PARTIES : Employer in relation to the management of 
Patherdih Colliery of E.J. Area of M/s BCCL and their 
workman. 

APPEARNCES: 

On behalf of the workman: None 

On behalf of the management: None 
State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 2nd August, 20)2. 

ORDER 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under Section 10(1) (d) ot 
the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal vide their Order No. L-20012/304/2001 -IR(C-I) 
dated 23-11-2001. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Colliery Karmachary 
Sangh from the management of BCCL Patherdih Colliery 
that Sliri La! Babu Singh, Jai Prakash Paswan and Rampada 
Orang may be regularised as Trammer w.e.f. 15-7-99 is 
justified and proper? If so, to what relief arc the workman 
entitled?” 

2. None appeared for the Union for the workman 
Lai Babu Singh, Jai Prakash Paswan and Rampada Orang 
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nor any witness for the workmen produced. Likewise none 
appeared to Represent the management. 

The perusal of the case record reveals the fact that the 
case has been closed earlier at the point of evidence on 
29-07-2005 and then thereafter it proceeded for the evidence 
of the management from 06-01-2005 upto 23-04-2012 and 
thereafter twice it was given the chance of the workmen for 
evidence, even then the Union concerned failed to produce 
any evidence on behalf of the workman in this case which 
related to their regularisation as Trammer of late, Four 
Registered letters were issued to the both the parties for 
their proper representation and evidence as well, but none 
of them responded to it. 

Proceeding with the case in such situation ofuncertainity 
is useless and wastage of time and energy in vain. Hence 
the case is closed and accordingly it is passed on order of 
no Industrial dispute existent. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

12 2012 

^)T.3Tf.3075.—dfitilRieh arfalHilH, 1947 (1947 
■^t 14) ret 17 ^ arprcq 3, ^ # rct 
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[7T. RR-20012/300/2001 -3^ 3JR (tft-I)} 
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New Delhi, the 12th September, 2012 

S.O. 3075. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 266/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Indusrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/'s. ECL and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 12-09-2012. 

[No. L-20012/300/2001-IR(C-I)] 

AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 

(No. 2), Dhanbad 

Present 

SHRI KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d)oftheI.D. Act., 1947 

Reference No. 266 of 2001 

Parties : Employer in relation to the management of 
Eastern Coalfields Ltd. Mugma Area, Mugma, 
Dhanbad and their workman. 

Appearances k 

On behelf of the workmen : None 

On behelf of the management : Mr. B.N. Prasad, Ld. 

Advocate; 

State : Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 16th August, 2012 

ORDER 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
I0{ l)(d) of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal vide their Order No. L-20012/30/ 
2001 IR(C-I)dt. 27-9-2001 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s ECL 
in not promoting Sri Rabindra Prasad Clerk to a higher 
grade is fair and justified If not, to what relief is the 
concerned workman entitled and from what date?” 

2. None appeared for the Union nor workman 
Rabindra Prasad appeared nor any witness for the evidence 
of the workman produced despite several Regd, notices. 
Mr. B.N. Prasad, Ld. Advocate for the Management did 
not appear. 

Perused the case record. I find that the case has 
been pending for the evidence of the workman since long, 
for which several Registered notices dt. 15-11-2010, 
5-9-2011,25-1-2012 and 16-7-12 have been issued to the 
Union concerned on its address noted in the Reference, 
but none of them returned unserved, meaning all the 
Registered notice having been served upon the Union 
concerned, even then a single witness produced for the 
evidence of the workman in this case which is related to 
an issue of promotion of the workman to higher grade. The 
conduct of the Union as well as the workman shows their 
disinterestendess is pursuing the case. 
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Under these circumstances, proceeding with the case 
for uncertainity is unwarranted, as the case is the oldest 
one of the year 2001; hence the case is closed; and 
accordingly an order of no dispute existent is passed. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
12 2012 

3Tf.3TI.3076. 1947 (19473TT 

14 ) 37T *TTTT 17 ^ 7TT37R 4 (*-i'l-H! TU ^ 

^ 3Tk 3TT ^ 3T3, 

3. 2 333T3 ^ W (3TT^ ^ WTf 117/2001 ) 3Tt T3>7f?m 
# ^NTrr3TR3?f 12-9-2012 3TT ^ I31T I 

[7T. T^-20012/522/2000 - '^3qK (Lit-I } 
3T3ftcT 3THR 3PJ3FT 3Tfri37TTt 
New Delhi, the 12th September, 2012 

S.O. 3076.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 117/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial-cum-Labour 
Court Tribunal No. II, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Indusrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 12-09-2012. 

[No. L-20012/522/2000-IR(C-I)] 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRJOBUNAI - 
(NO. 2), AT DHANB AD 

Present : SHRI KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 

10(1 )(d)oftheI.D. Act., 1947 

Reference No. 117 of 2001 

Parties : Employer in relation to the management of 

Golukdih Open Cast Project, Bastacolla 
.Area of M/s. BCCL and their workman. 

Appearances: 

On behclf of the workmen: Mr. N.G. Arun, Rep. of 

workman 

On bchelf of the managemeni: Mr. U.N. Lai, Ld. 

Advocate; 


State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 08th August, 2012. 

ORDER 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(1 )(d) of the I.D. Act., 1947- has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal vide their Order No. L-20012/522/ 
20001R (C-I) dated 29-3-200 i. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
BCCL in not regularising the sendee of workman 
Sri Ram Chandra Bhuia, General Mazdoor is Loading 
Cierk in Golukdih Open Cast Project under Bastacolla 
Area is justified, legal and proper? If not, to what 
relief is the workman entitled and from what date? 

2. None appeared for the Union concemedAvorkman 
Ram Chandra Bhuia nor MW produced on behalf of the 
Management, but Mr. U.N. Lai, Learned Advocate for the 
Management appeared and submits filing a petition along 
with an application dated 4-5-2012 and photo copies of 
two letters dated 24-1-2008 and 19-1-2009 of Dy. Chief 
Personnel Manager, Bastacolla Area that the workman has 
voluntarily intended to withdraw the case, because he has 
been regularised as the Clerk in the year 2009. 

Perused the case record, 1 find that the present Reference 
relates to the claim of the w orkman ihe General Mazdoor, 
for his regularisation as Loading Clerk in Golukdih Open 
Cast Project under Bastacolla Area. Since the workman as 
per his petition has admitted to have got the post of clerk 
as his regularisation in the year 2009, no longer the Industrial 
Dispute exists; therefore, the case is closed and accordingly 
an Award of no dispute is passed. 

KJSHORl RAM, Presiding Officer 
12 fTTcl^R. 2012 

3n.3H.3077.—1947 (1947 

3TT14) °FT tTRT 17 3i STJHTHTTT3TR TTf'BtTJTrT3i 

^ OTg PH4Meh! T33l <=h4=M-ti ^ ^ 

fn ffo e dftefrte P44l< 3 7R3TTC siWlPi'* 3Tfri<=t->Al 

3. 2, ^ (3TT^ TrisHT 151/2001) 3Tt ycblf^m 

3rT7Tti?, 7R3TR; 3ri 12-09-2012 3>t MN ]|3T[ ^TTI 

|TT. 3yl-20012/575/2000-3^ 3TR (7Tt-I)] 
l <, 3T^'MFT 3Tfri3vTTT 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2012 

S.O. 3077. —In pursuance of Section 17 of 
the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
the Central Government hereby publishes the award 
(Ref. No. 151/2001) of the Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. II, 


r^FTII—w^3(ii)l 
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Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. BCCL and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 12-09-2012. 

[No. L-20012/575/2000-IR(C-I)] 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL (No. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT. Shri Kishori Ram, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(1) (d) of the I.D. Act., 1947. 

REFERENCE No. 151 of2001 

PARTIES: Employer in relation to the Management of 

Sijua Area of M/s BCCL and their workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman: Mr. N.G Arun, Rep. of 

workman. 

On behalf of the Management: Mr. D.K. Verma, Ld. 

Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dhanbad, Dated the 25 th July, 2012 

ORDER 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10( 1 )(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal vide their Order No. L-20012/5757 
2000-IR (C-I) dtd. 30-4-2001. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the RCMS from the 
Management of BCCL for placement of Shri Police 
Prasad Sahu in Grade ’D' w.e.f. 16-3-1988, in Grade 'C 
w.e.f. 16-3-1991 and in Grade 'B'w.e.f. 16-3-1995 and 
consequential benefits is justified and proper? If so, 
to what relief is the concerned workman entitled?” 

2. None appeared for the Union concemed/workman 
nor substitution petition or affidavit or any document of 
death of the workman despite ample opportunity, filed 
Mr. D.K. Verma, the Ld. Advocate for the Management is 
present. 

Perused the case record. It is quite clear that the case 


has been pending for filing a substitution petition since 
28-12-2010 but neither the Union Representative Mr. N.G. 
Arun, for the workman took any interest for filing the 
substitution petition, for which more than ample 
opportunity was given in the case of the workman Police 
Prasad Sahu related to the claim of the Union for his 
placement in specified Grades. Under this circumstances 
of uncertamity, I find the sponsoring union is not willing to 
pursue the case, which is of the year 2001. Hence, the case 
is closed and accordingly an order is passed as non 
existence of the Industrial Dispute. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

2012 

^»T.3IT.3078.—dMPiq, fc*c^ StfaPm, 1947 ( 1947 
14 ) m 17 ^ $ 

facJK if 7J74TR sftljtfiTSF 3tfa^Tur/?W 
■^TFIRPTH. 2, 65/1999) ^1 

f, ^ 12-09-2012 9TM 

■§3R SJTI 

P?. T^-20012/191/1998-3?rf ajR (#-I)] 
3Pift?T ^TR, 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2012 

S.O. 3078.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 65/1999) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. II, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 12-09-2012. 

[No. L-20012/191/1998-ER(C-I)] 

AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(1) (d) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE No. 65 of 1999 

PARTIES: Employer in relation to the management of 

Barareek Coke Plant of M/s. B.C.C.L. and 
their workman. 
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APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman: Mr. S.C. Gaur, Ld. 

Advocate 

On behalf of the Management: MR. S.N. Sinha, Ld. 

Advocate 

State: Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dhanbad, Dated the 25th July, 2012 

ORDER 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10( 1 )(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal vide their Order No. L-20012/191/ 
98-IR(C-I) dtd. 27-01-1999. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Bararee 
Coke Plant of M/s. BCCL in not referring Sh. Sarju 
Bhuiya, M/Loader working as Benchman to Apex 
Medical Board after filling up the prescribed medical 
from AMB-6 is justified? If not, to what relief is the 
said workman entitled?”. 

2. The case of the sponsoring union for the workman 
is that workman Sarju Bhuiya was initially appointed as a 
Piece Rated Wagon Loader at Kenduadih Colliery of M/s. 
B.C.C.L. on 19-3-1972, while he was 26 years old as recorded 
in the FORM-B Register of the said colliery, a statutory 
record under the Mines Act, 1952. The Authority/Dealing 
Asstt. mentioned the date of birth of the workman as 
02-02-1950 m C.M.P.E Records. The workman bemg illiterate 
T ribunal could not know what his age was recorded in the 
records of Kanduadih Colliery. In the year 1987, the 
management all over Coal Industry issued SEVA 
ABHILEKH/SERVICE EXCERPTS, and for the first time, 
his age/date of birth was shown as 36 years as on 
19-3-1972, to which the w'orkman protested, then after 
correcting it as 26 years as on the said date, it was returned 
to the management by retaining a copy himsell as per the 
system prevalent in the Management. As per the Joint 
Bipartite Committee for Coal Industry (JBCCI) first came 
vide clause 1-1-76, in case of variation of age on date of 
birth recorded in two or more statutory' records such cases 
will be referred to Apex Medical Board of the Company, 
and the age so assessed shall be final and binding on both 
parties. The Management as per the policy decision of the 
JBCCI as on the demand of the workman got medical format 
AMB-6 filled by mentioning 19-3-1972 as appointment date, 
26 year age in Form-B as on 03/72 Date of birth as per 
CMPF record as on 2-2-1950 as wall as the due date of 
retirement of the workman as on 01-03-2006, and since the 
workman raised the dispute, it was never referred to Medical 
Board for assessment of age. But the workman was never 
referred to Medical Board in order to deprive him of his 


remedy under clause 1.1.76 of the J.B.C.C.I. Apart from it, 
the management transferred the service of the workman 
from Kenduadih Colliery to Bararee Coke Plant in the year 
1989 to deprive him and the Union of raising the matter of 
his wrong age as well as not sending him to the Apex 
Medical Board. At last, the failure in reconciliation in the 
I.D. raised by the workman before the A.L.C. (C), Dhanbad, 
due to adament attitude of the management, resulted in the 
reference for adjudication. .And the Management of Bararee 
Coke Plant wrongly superannuated the workman 
prematurely on and from 19-2-1996 in violation of the 
provision under clause 1 -1 -76 of the J .B .C C .1. As such the 
action of the Management of BCCL is not at all justified, is 
quite illegal, arbitrary, malafide. So the workman is entitled 
to duty with full back wages etc. from the date of illegal 
superanuation to permission for his duty. 

3. The workman in his rejoinder with specific denials 
has pleaded that the local Management of Bararee Coke 
Plant in utter violation of the said provision of the JBCCI 
did not refer the workman to Apex Medical Board of the 
Company after filling the AMB of Format about his age 
differently maintained in different records. The JBCCI 
formulated for the first time in 1988. The Management for 
the first time in 198 8 gave him a chance and opportunity to 
correct his age, and under the circumstances, representing 
prior to 1988 was uncalled for. A number of cases all over 
the Coal w'ere referred to the Medical Board as per the 
JBCCI terms, and ages of workers were corrected in their 
records. 

4. Whereas the contra pleaded case of the Management 
with categorical denials, challenging its maintainability is 
that a Union of a workman for correction of his date of birth 
if made within a reasonable time from the date of his entry 
made in the Copany’s records is entertamable by the 
Management, but for any such claim made at the fag end of 
his retirement the Management owns every right to refuse 
a workman to the Apex Medical Board for assessment of 
his age. The workman was working at Bararee Coke Plant 
after his transfer from Kenduadih Collier)' as per the Office 
Order dt. 7/8-4-1989, and his age was recorded as 36 years 
on 19-3-1972 as per the particulars of his employment sent 
by Kenduadih. Accordingly, the particulars of the workman 
were entered in the Company's document maintained at 
Bararee Coke Plant, so he w r as superannuated w.e.f. 
19-3-1996 as his date ofbirth w'as 19-3-1936 according to 
the particulars sent by the Kenduadih Colliery. The 
workman came to Bararee Coke Plant in the year 1989. After 
his retirement, he raised the dispute on the allegation that 
his case w'as not referred by the Management of Bararee 
Coke Plant to the Apex Medical Board for assessment of 
his age. This workman had no occasion to point out any 
inconsistence in the Company's records concerning his 
appointment date and birth date so the present management 
had no reason to take up his case. The w'orkman had no 
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reason to get his date of birth corrected during the entire 
period of his service from the date of his appointment 19th 
March, 1972 to 08th April, 1989 prior to his transfer and 
posting at Bararee. The sponsoring Union made out a false 

case. ■ 

5. The Management in its rejoinder has pleaded that the 
Management is required to superannuate a workman on 
the basis of age/date of birth recorded in the Form-B 
Register of the Company. The JBCCI Circular No. 76 is 
the precedural Law to be applied in the event the 
management takes decision to review the date of birth 
entered on the Company's record. The substantive law is 
Certified Standing Order of the Company, lays down the 
date of birth recorded in the Company’s record is binding 
and conclusive in deciding the time of superannuation. 
No question of filling up the Medical format does arise, as 
the Management did not issue any order for sending the 
workman to Apex Medical Board for assessment of his 
age. 

FINDING WITH REASONING 

6. In this case, WWI Saiju Bhuiya, the workman himself 
tor the Union, and MWI Sheo Shankar Yadav, the 
Personnel Clerk of the Management have been examined. 

On the deep study of the materials/evidence both oral 
and documentary of both the parties, I fin d that WWI 
Saiju Bhuiya, the workman himself, as per this statement 
as also his written argument has claimed for his reference 
to Apex Medical Board, for which the Management in the 
year 1990 directed him to appear before the Medical Board, 
Kustore Area as per his Form A M B-6 and the partially 
filled up Form Apex Medical Board for Age assessment 
(Ext. W.l and W. 1/1 respectively) on his request for 
rectification of this date of birth. But his Form AM B-6 
bearing the alleged signature of Controlling Officer 
concerned stands dtd. 05-10-1993 which is contradictory, 
whereas Form "Apex Medical Board” for Age Assessment 
is partially filled up and admiittedly his Identity Card Ncu 
11126 bears his not date of birth (Ext. W. 2). Admittedly, the 
workman worked at Kenduadih Colliery upto 1988 since 
his appointment on 19-03-1972, during which on receipt of 
Service Excerpt and finding his date ofbirth (DOB) wrongly 
recorded, he has protested it, and requested the 
Management to rectify it, but after 1988, he was transferred 
to Bararee Coke Plant. He (workman) has also admitted to 
have neither signed not put L.T.I. in the Form-B Register 
when filled up by the Management Official at the time of 
his joining, though his Identity Card (Ext, W. 2) was issued 
to him in the year 1974, yet he did not request the 
management to note his date ofbirth column his Identity 
Card blank, nor he raised any objection in writing to the 
Management about his wrongly recorded date of birth in 
the Service Excerpt at the time of his transfer to Bararee 
Coke Plant in 1989 about it, though admittedly he raised 


the Industrial Dispute 1994. But the present Industrial 
Dispute is of the year 1999. 

7. On the other hand, the statement of MW/1 Sheo 
Shanker Yadav, the Personnel Clerk for the Management is 
that according to the service particulars of the workman 
issued by the Management Kenduadih Colliary (Ext. M. 1), 
and the photocopy of Register of Identity Card No. 11126 
of the workman (Ext. M.2) under his signature, his date of 
birth was 19-03-1996 as on his appointment on 
19-03-1972, so he duly retired on 19-03-1996 at his 60 years 
of age, for which he was given prior two notices 
dtd. 19-09-1995 and 19-02-1996 (Ext. M.3 and M. 4 
respectively), to which he did not respond. 

8. Taking into account all the pro and cons of the 
aforesaid discussed facts, I find that the workman's present 
claim is not based on substantial piece of evidence except 
on the formaf filled up Form dtd. 05-10-1993 and Form 
dateless for assessment of his age (Ext. 1 & 1/1 respectively) 
though neither he did bring any piece of evidence as to 
what was his real age and its base at the time of his 
appointment, nor he objected to his allegedly wrongly 
recorded date of birth even at the fag end of his 
superannuation. 

Under this circumstances, it is hereby held and 
ordered that the action of the Management of Bararee Coke 
Plant of M/s BCCL, if any, though does not arise, in not 
referring Sri Saiju Bhuiya, M/Loader working as Benchman 
to Apex Medical Board after filling up the prescribed medical 
form AMB-6 is quite justified. The workman is not at all 
entitled to any relief. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
12 2012 

Rfi. 30.3079.—atalPr* srfqfwf, 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 12th September, 2012 

S.O. 3079.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No 18/ 
2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court KOTA now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s. Dharamvir 



Mine Owner, Lime stone, Ramganjmandi (Kota) and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 9-7-2012 

[No. L-29011/10/2008-IR (M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

appro 

^ppqpjtTT, 3?t?itfW ^TRlf^-HTTP, ei/<R/ 'frl el/TUT°/ 

ftercfa srfwrt - # wrtar, 

f^T TRTHT sWHL 18/2008 
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arfaf^fa: 


M SiRTTTt RTt ^jyHi/'ilfeti fRPdP) 7 id I 

3. Wff ^v4^jK Pd^TP 3fTT 7t RdR dUMd R7I H+i^TT 
Tptjr Pf ctfhfo fspn TRT t®F5* 3JT*ff RR 3T5TT2ff 
tp44k fTTT f^. 1/7/80 7t '5?ft ^ Rf RT HiHKSlst RT 

^T^TT ^^ "3^ I^TTST^T 1/7/86 RTTciOiPv'Hi 
TOrftdT^Tf^d 0 6 RT WTRTfTd RTT t^T ^ fTRi 3 

1/7/90 3 dTfP T^R ^TZ 3 ^ Rf RTF? RTF! 
F THHl ftcf RTT ffRT I ^ 3 Pt4)d<h R RT*Tf fS° 24/8/98 Tt 

23/8/01 P 

1«RI RTtf RTTTP, TfdRT ^ dlfed RT«Tt RTt fP RRT RRT I 
d>t-t4)K ^^R^r^~ < 5 T TRRRTtRFTR7t 9 4t IfTT «47R¥T«ff °h4«6l< 
1/7/80 Tt 22/8/01 cRRRR240t^3^^^f^Rl 
% 1 ^TtNftR ■?er% ^7T 

-q^t HTT 25~RR\ eft TpR ^ RTP*TTRt RTt RMRT RfT RTt RRt 1 R$ 
fST% ^ RfH RRT RTf RR RtfeTT 3T 9 -TRT RtfeR tiftTR R tfiil RR 
^•3TT^1T iff ffRT RRT cf FP IT RR SifRRT RTl Pl^lfdd 
ITT RTt fRRtPR ITT 3TRTTT 1# f^TT I PR: ITsff % 3H% ^Tl 
Tfe^e ^ PTt^Tl TWTd 1WH %R ^ 3T^ ^TftRTlf TTt^l 
. tH'P) ■^fr^iPHn Pti*! iPt’ PPT I 

4. Tmnr ^ w ^ it Pi4m^ in ifzrr 
‘ipn in 11 irr^ ntfer it if ftst^ 3TRt irf ifr 
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^'SIFd^lf^TT^tlql^l- qrMrifffcl. 1-11-07 1?! 
f)Hl y^e ^Idl ^ I 

5. pit 3 trr 'Mte ifr ^ 1 -11 -07 in ft ^nff t ^ 

m<b\{ gK l 3T1^ 3TT^Tf^. 15-7-2008^^rnif^ 
3Tlfc[^l^^ ^11144 TtHd 
ft Id'^RlT iff ft ^FTT It TJd ^rfnd ^ Rsidl'b 
^TT ITTfniTPT’TIP 1TPJ14 f^FTt) it'JJd onfld^ Raeilli 
Ivlf^9FFTlvTIffTTITcn l 


■TO TTT1TR, m H^lcril, 1^ fccci! ^ m wrifllT 3TT^T 
% 15/7/08 ^ Httl fl^T 3ti^TlT fllTf 

1947 (j^ f^STRT ‘ ‘ SffaPllR’ ’ TT TTTltflff Pb^l 
ITT^Tl) iff 1TTT 10 (1 )(1) ^ 3TlPtrf fTT - J -ll'Mlf^4<+>T u l lit 
3Tflfl4nT4TT^f^f^n^t :- 

“Whether the action of the management of Lime Stone 
Mine Owner, Shri Dharamvir, Manager in denial of 
the claim of their workman Shri Ghanshyam 
S/o Shri Devi Lai Jat raised through Pattar Khadan 
Kamgar Union relating to wages for the period from 
1/6/2000 to 23/8/2001 and bonus and overtime 
allowance from the period from 1/7/1980 to 23/8/2001 
is just and legal? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. ■^TPTTr^RTT n f 3 fR X TT PH 


6. f^FTTf ft oflf PT eRP^lft ^ TTlL«Td TT ^T ^ T#( 

^ftTRPff t^PWT^t^ftPRttdT^TT^ 

ph pti ttrph t Hrrft PTf pt pTF^ift ^ 

TSTFRT ^ ft f^TTTf n^RTIT nit TJrJ ft Tflft % dt TTrrrfj 

fft ^ ^t P^RTR ^ft ^ ft «ft ; f# nTTHT ^ 3tT?Tt 
cft^TK nft PtT ^1 tfPRRT ^ nrm^TFT ^ pi^T 
■^i^fm-nn 3 ?r stt^t ^ fin <aiP^ ^tt ffm rh i 


7. fWTd tht -^f Tf Iptt^ IPT pi 

eft fdfa ^it fjRT # Rff «n, nrrqft m ft ^ ft 

^Tt «ft, 3H: ^TTT tr^TT 3TTT^^T ^ ft t np 
•^H PR Rff THRTI 3H: R nttf 3^1 «ft 

PRT TPNP iff ^ I 


.. 


I HH( I . i il ■ 1 


•tMwmi 
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7f(uHW^ W R73FR, m R3TRRT, ^ ftc# £KT 

3 tr^ vmiPrm arftTT spht^t ttb- 29 oi 1/10/2008 
(3nf.3TR.)(^T.) t^.15-7-08 

'dtdRd ftrm «trti t ft» S'kihci if spftk 
^ ^3 ^ i) 3T«rf^TJH ■a^T ^ t^5 

ZFftm ftm ^Rf R«Tct ^ftf 11 

wrm ^ wfrTT, ^tpttvjIvi 
^ ftcrft, 12 fad*N, 2012 
°FT.3TT. 3080.—ZfftfrfRF f^K ZrfafW7, 1947 (1947 

^t 14) wj n 4 r arjsrcq if trsr %r) aft^R 

^RferRt ^ #3 3734*1 if ftffog a Mftfr fc|c( i < if 
RFRT sMfrp* 37ftmRW3R ^TFTRRr, 'Spfcr ^ W (*ft4 
TRsR 4/2003) 'SMilfs'ld ^Rcft t ^R°FR ^ 

9-7-2012^)^^2111 

[R. 7^-29011/67/2002-3^ 37R (TR7)] 

rfPT-Tt, 373 R 'Rfft^f 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2012 

S.O. 3080.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 4/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Kota now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Shree Stine Company Chechat Lime 
Stone (Kota) and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 9-7-2012. 

[No. L-2901 l/67/2002-IR(M)] 

JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

^TRTOftl, tffrfiiiPi*?) <♦>) <y / 4> -jO 9/"h)dl/ 

TRf./qldwN arfwift-gft irerrer ^ T hiO^ i, 
afiRo^^oT^o pj?: affr.^.-4/2003 

ftTFFWlfhtf: 13/2/03 

WT: 'HKff fR<h K, 9R Rf Rtwfl 4» ’3TT^?T '77. 

m 29011/67/2002 (3T^3qR)(TTJl) ftzfaf 4/2/03 

ftfwftmz ar^rFfcT *m io(i)(r) ajftftfw ftcim 

37faftzR 1947 ’ 

RW? 

■3FTCR RR, wpsrqugl I 

3^X8 


ifTRf 4) wli =h"Hi), ‘^RZftTRT R?Rl I 
—3tyi4f Pi4l' s i t t> 

ZRfTRcl: 

Rl4f RfRRr^fwiR?t3hrif:- R^ZRfRmRff 
3TSiaffft4RR7 Rf) 3?R77:- TTcfrq^Nf^FMt 

37fRfttfR ftRRT: 29/5/2012 

371rPM4 

^TRcT 7U«hK, m RVlU4 ; fte# ^ ZRR Ml«ip|et» 371^1 
ft. 4/2/03 ^ Rrfft ft*=T ftfwftRK, 3lt?fc fRRR 
aifaPm i94r(f^R<£97Hi M 37faf^ 

^T^TT ) R?t RRT 10 (l)(R) ^ gRpfcT^Fl ^TPnft^T RTl 
37fa rnyl4l«[ TT^f^T Tpq f : - 

art T 2 R c*Ar), RlfR T 2 R MlPd^, f^TcTT ^tZT 

(TTR. ) 3 ZR^fl W if ^pfRT chlfch l ti % %TT ter 

2000 -2001 ^ fvR 20 ^T(1F ^ ^TT RRT zNrT 

^T7TH^"t!4>^K f? M 

2. Pftwft^K, ^FTTf^TR if RRT ^ RFI 

^^TRf Wt\ -Sfft Rq) I 

3. 

erfofa ftrqT TRTT % VTsff 3TT«ff 

znft ^rt zrffer^TR w 11 ^ tohz if cpf 

2000-01 if Wh) Z?9TZZ ^371 cf ?uq 37lft ^Upff 3I^ft tol I 
3TOT«ff if ?tocr^qfRf tspf if 20% ZT if 
^R?ftir^n%^THf09^ 13/2/02 ft^TT ^1 RFm 

"S^f 11 9 RT -q^f «f) 

2 1 1 zrfR^rrO ^ ^rgf 

WFg RffZR ^ Z^«RT f37T 1 W*RF ^ 'Sft 

^?K z^ajpjnf 1 1 ^ Trrr^r if ^ spf 3Tsrr«fF ^ 

2000-01 ^fRR20% ^rt^7^^Rf 37f*RFR) % 

3RT: ^Rf $ RR2R 3Fp?P7 ftrlft TTpr ^ 

R^tl 

4. 3T9T?ff 47 fiA^l^K rll4)ri ^7R!?f} RRf, 

tTTR)vr^zqf)«mRff^3TT, am: aii^icbi ft. 5/7/08 ^ ar^RR 
Z7m> c hi4qi?i at 1^1 ftm 9911 7mr?^m 

iqvfl to Turn tg Prr ^ftRmxref H/io/io <mrRr^T5ir4f 

airo ftt( ^ aht; ^ mtf ^ z# ^f) 

R^t, am:ZRftzm4f^Ri^t'^^ : >RTt'q^Raimefl^R 
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^fr rrt i ^rif fafa 20/12/011 r 7/5/012 

Ht HfsfT 3TR ^FTT# ^fdPir^r 'SHf^TcT HFT ^1HT RTR 

offr fflffa riT RIRT RT yfdfafR AHD-^Trl ^ ! 3Trf: 

irjcff R 95fTffi7tl R7T 3tTdll4H fRTTTRRT 1 

5. '5TT«ff eFt 3RR ?T« 2 Tf Rt 

3frt risr R RifRT «n, Irrtt WR RTt qfTli RTSR 

^ i ffir l tt nlfei R Trr«ff ^fwr «n $r r ^ RFf if t, Rtu 

TJW R RR STTTTRt Tf W R1 tRRT t fa RTRf 

3FFl RHR RcFRl if cffrrtcf R^Rt RT RT^R ^ RltRR RR^ if 
tWR'RftRcf^T MRI^fd^if^tf^fl^R^r ^TiRhIRF! 
RRdttl 

RfriRTRRffiR RTRT RW, RR RRTRR, R^ fTRcTT TfTR 3R1RT 
"JTT RTRTfRRT 3ff^RRT/3fr^T R.ReT-2901 i/67/2002 
( 3TR.RTf.) (TTR) R4/2/03^?HR^RtRt7T (RFR) RTI 
fit STffR RRfffit TRTRT Wf t 1R5 ?R RIRR R Rf'4 Rfif^ 
^jftRR glR RRpl R#J if Rf^fa R 9 -RT RR R18R if 

Rjfeia Rn3 if friMid Tft t, 3TR: Rt- <£ RRR R RH^ 
•SPJFfR RTRf RffiR Rft RfRRRfRRf riff 11 

RRTT7T RRTRRT, ^RTRlMfaT 

fcrtnl, 12 fRcPRT, 2012 

RH. RT.3081. -SfrdTfW iRRTR RMwI 1947 ( 1947 RT 
14) RH RET 17 =£ apJRR 1 ! if, e H'*b RERR RTRfRfRR ^ 
RTTRR ^ RE^J lERlERE 3fR ERR Rt4rTTR R' RTR 3TJRR if 
f#S£ aMfRR fRRK if RE?ffi RRFK RTRlfTT 3#ERW9fR 
RTRIRTR R, 2, REETR ^ RETS (3TT^ ft TEsEI 110/2004) RE 
ERTfeKTREETt. R WR KRt 12-09-2012RE ETRttRT 
SfT! 

[R. RR-20012/110/2004 -RTt RE. ( TTf RR-I) ] 
RRR =hOE, RFfRET RfRRETl' 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2012 

S.O. 3081. -In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 110/ 
2004) of the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. 2, Dbanbad as shown in the Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the management of M/s. BCCL, 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
12-09-2012. 

[No. L-20012/110/2004-IR (CM-I)] 
AJEET KUM A R, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRTOUNAL (N o. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT 

Shri Kishori Ram, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(1) (d) of the ID. Act. 1947 

REFERENCE No. 110 of 2004 

PARTIES : Employer in relation to the Management of 

Bhagabandh Colliery of M/s. B.C.C.L. and 
their workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman: Mr. M.M. Khan, Id. Adv. On 
behalf of the Management: Mr. B.M. Prasad. Ld. Adv. 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dhanbad, Dated 09th August, 2012. 

ORDER 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under Section 10(l)(ld) 
of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal vide their Order No. L-20012/110/2004-IR 
(C-I) dated 02-09-2004. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Bhagabandh Colliery of M/s. BCCL in dismissing 
Sri Bam Bauri from the services ol (he Company w.e.f. 
20-7-02 is fair and justified? If not, to what relief is 
the concerned workman entitled?” 

2. The case of the sponsoring union is that workman 
Baru Bauri was a permanent employee as Miner Loader of 
the Bhagaband Colliery. After his 25 days earned leave 
w.e.f. 13-09-2001 to 12-10-2001, he could not report for his 
duty due to his sickness but he informed the Management 
of his sickness on 12-10-2001 and of his treatment under a 
Government Doctor B.K.Smgh of Jharkhand, Even after 
declaring him medically fit by the Attending Physician, 
though he reported for duty on 15-01-2001, yet he was not 
allowed duty till 01-03-2001 rather he was charge-sheeted 
for alleged absence from 13-10-2001 under clause 26-1 -1 ol 
the Certified Standing Order of the Company as per the 
Charge Sheet dtd. 01-03-2001. His reply to it was found 
unsatisfactory and an enquiry was ordered as per the 
letter no. 73 dtd. 10/11-4-2002. The workman participated 
and explained his aforesaid stand, alleging the charge-sheet 
was incorrect. The workman was illegally and 
retrospectively dismissed as per the dismissal order no. 1007 
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dtd. 19/24-7-2002, w.e.f. 20-07-2002, though it was illegally 
issued on 24-7-2002. He was charge sheeted for his absence 
from 13-10-2001, but the charge sheet was issued on 
01-3-2002 without justifying its 41/2 months’ delay and 
considering the financial loss of the workman. 

Rejoinder in behalf of the workman deals with his 
claim for setting aside the chargesheet, and for his 
reinstatement with full back wages until its enforcement. 

3. Whereas in a challenge to its maintainability in 
Law, the pleaded case of the Management is that no 
relationship of employer and employee ever exists at all so 
this is not an industrial dispute, because it has been raised 
after many years without any cause of action. Sri Baru 
Baurl was chargesheeted for his absentism from his duty 
since 13-10-2001, a misconduct under clause 26-1.1 of the 
Certified Standing Order as per the charge sheet No. 2386 
dated 28-02-02/1-3-2002. He has submitted his reply to the 
charge sheet, but it was found unsatisfactory, so an enquiry 
was ordered by the Management. At notice of the enquiry, 
Sri Baru Bauri appeared in the Enquiry in which he was 
given full opportunity for his defence. 

The charges of his wilful absence affecting the 
production is a misconduct. He is a very irregular workman 
as evident from record of absence, i.e., his working days 
83,20,117 and 94 days in the years 1998, 1999, 2000 and 
2001 respectively. Despite several times warning, he is a 
habitual absentee from duty. His regular wilfully and 
unauthorisedly absence from duty shows that he is not 
interested in performing his duty. Not turning up of an 
employee on duty over a considerable period legally 
renders his removable from rolls of the Colliery. 

4. Further the management's pleading in its rejoinder 
is that the workman, the Miner Loader, had proceeded on 
leave w.e.f. 13-09-2001 to 12-10-2001 but since thereafter, 
he remained unauthorisedly absent from his duty 
amounting to the misconduct as per the chargesheet. 
After due enquiry, since the charges levelled proved against 
him, as he was a regular defaulter in attendance very poor 
for the last four years causing seriously heavy loss to the 
Management, he was dismissed from his services as the 
letter dated 19/24-07-2002. The chargesheet was legally 
issued without any malafide intention. He remained 
unauthorisedly absent from duty even after several 
warning. So he is not entitled to any relief. 

FINDING WITH REASONING , 

5. In this Instant case, I find that since the Union 
Representative on his petition did not raise any objection 
to the fairness of the domestic enquiry by the Management, 
on consideration of the Management's documents 
(Ext. M-l to M-7), it was held to be quite fair, proper and as 


per the principle of natural justice as per order 
dtd. 25-10-2005 of the Tribunal. As such the case came up 
for hearing arguments on merits. 

Meanwhile, petitioner Mathur Bauri on his petition 
dtd. 09-02-2012 with the photo copy of the Death Certificate 
of his deceased father Baru Bauri, his father being dead on 
17-12-2010 has been substituted in place of his said 
deceased father as per order dated 09-2-2011 of the 
Tribunal, for his other legal heirs, i.e., his widow Kajali 
Devi, son Baijnath Bauri (37 years), and daughter Rita 
Kumari and Gita Kumari (28 and 29 years respectively) had 
submitted their on affidavit as no objection in favour of the 
aforesaid petitioner. 

On consideration and appreciation of the materials, 
i.e., the Enquiry proceedings including Enquiry Report 
(Elxt.M-4) and" the dismissal order of the Project Officer 
concerned (Ext. M-4) and the dismissal order of the Project 
Officer concerned (Ext.M-7) under Sec. 11 A of the 
I. D. Act., I find the following facts : 

(i) The workman Baru Bauri had represented/stated 
not to have attended on duty since 13-09-2001 on account 
of his illness and under treatment of the Govt. Doctor. 

(ii) The Chargesheet dtd. 26-02-2002 (Ext. M. 1) does 
not refer to any previous such conduct of absentism. 

For the aforesaid reasons, the punishment of the 
Workman Baru Bauri (who died on 17-12-2010), by way of 
dismissal from his service for his aforesaid unauthorised 
absentism appears to be highly shocking as well as 
disproportionate to the nature of his misconduct of 
absentism. Hence, it would be proper to hold that the 
dismissal of the workman is liable to be unjustified and 
accordingly it is liable to set aside. , 

In view of the aforesaid findings, it is awarded that 
the action of the Management of Bhagabandh Colliery of 
M/s. BCCL in dismissing Baru Bauri, now deceased (the 
workman) from the service of the Company w.e.f. 
27-07-2002 is unfair and unjustified. Since the workman 
died on 17-02-2010 during the pendency of the Reference 
and his son Mathur Bauri has been substituted in his 
place. Were the workman alive, he would had been 
reinstated in the service of the Company but without wages. 
Under these circumstances, the petitioner Mathur Bauri as 
the legal heir of his deceased workman would be entitled to 
all the financial benefits of his deceased father Baru Bauri 
from the Management of Bhagabandh Colliery of 
M/s. B.C.C.L. 

The Management is directed to implement the award 
within two months from the date of its receipt after its 
publication in the Gazette of India. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
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Tf12 IWR, 2012 
^T.3TT.3082.—3^frf^T^T aTTtTf^T’TH, 1947 (1947 

-ajrr j 4 ) 4Rt 17 Tt" RtJRR 1 ! ^UbKRrRrRtbyT^ 

■SRfScfa ifc TRT5 i>Td«b! 

stmirte tk^iR 3llri)f4<F Rffirm 

i. 2, R9IH (Rif ^ TR^TT 66/2007) 4r4 WlfTRT 

«=b<cl! ?•, "Tt «*>-sOR -H<4 iK °Pt 12-09-2012 TT TTRTI|RT 41! 

[R. TR-20012/104/2007-RTfRK (RTRRT)] 
aPT5ft?F 4TRE, 3TT'4FT Rf^TTfl 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2012 
S.O. 3082.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ret. 66/2007 of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal No 2, Dhanbad as shown 
in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the 
management of M/s. BCCL, and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 12-09-2012, 

AJEET KUMAR. Section Officer 
[ No-L-20012/104/2007-TR(CM-Il 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

LNDUSTRIAI. TRIBUNAL (No. 2) AT DHANBAD 
PRESENT 

Shn Kishori Ram, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(1 )(d) of thel.D. Act, 1947 

REFERENCE No. 66 of2007 
PARTIES : Employer in relation to the management 
of Sudamdih Coal Washery of M/s. BCCL and their 
workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman: None 

On behalf of the Management: Mr. D.K. Venna, 

Ed. Adv. 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 31 st July. 12 

ORDER 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under Section 10(1) (d) of 
the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal vide their Order No. L-20012/104/2007-IR 
(CM-I) dated 25-10-2007. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of 
Sudamdih Coal Washery of M/s. BCCL in retiring 
Sh. Birbal Manjhi, General Mazdoor, S/o Late Robi 
Manjhi, w.e.f. 30-06-2005 is justified and legal? If not, 
to what relief is the concerned workman entitled? 1 '. 


2. None appeared for the Union/workman Birbal 
Manjhi nor written statement filed on his behalf despite 
four Registered notices having been issued to the Joint 
Secretary of the Sponsoring Union on his address noted in 
the Reference. But Mr. D.K. Verma, the Ed. Advocate for 
the Management is present. 

The perusal of the case record reveals the case has 
been pending all along for appearance as well as for written 
statement of workman, for which several notices, all 
registered dated 10-1-2008,20-03-2008.9-12-2010,104-2011, 
20-7-2011 and 13-10-2011 were issued to die Joint Secretary 
of the Sponsoring Union on the address of the Union, but 
none of them returned unserved, so despite full knowledge 
of the case, neither the Union Representative concerned 
nor the workman appeared or filed his written statement 
since 19-3-2008. The conduct of the Union Representative 
as well as of the workman shows their unwillingness to 
pursue the case. Hence proceeding with the case for 
uncertainity is unwarranted. Therefore, the case is closed 
and accordingly an order is passed as non-existent of 
Industrial dispute. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
Tf 12 2012 

m3TT.3083,~3MfhTT fTTTT RffitTTR 1947 (1947 
44 14) 40 4RJ 17 Ti 3T3EEU4, AID +R=hR 41RT RT RR 4J 
rrs 044^140 afa: ^ #4, r^rr 4 

f/ROT 3 cfEdfi! RWE RirilfilR) RffiRTRT fi. 
2, (Rlflgt TRsRT 114/2003) 44 WlfTTrl^Tfil 

t, Rt44#IRRFR4it 12-09-2012 44 TTRTfRT 411 

[R. Rcl-20012/136/200 3 - Rif RR ( RtbR-1) J 
RRlcf 4RTR, SFJRIR RfifiTITR 
New Delhi, the 12th September, 2012 

S.O.3083. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 114/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial No. 2, Dhanbad 
as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between 
the management of M/s. BCCL and their workman, 
received by the Central Government on 12-09-2012. 

[No. L-20012/136/2003-IR(CM-I)] 
AJEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (N o. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT 

Sliri Kishori Ram, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial dispute under Section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 
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REFERENCE No. 114 of2003 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management 

of Hurriladih Colliery under Kustore Area 
of M/s BCCL 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman: Mr. Kameshwar Pd. 

Ld. Advocate; 

On behalf of the management: Mr. U.N. Lai, Ld. 

Advocate; 

State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, 13th August, 2012. 

ORDER 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal vide their Order No. L-20012/136/ 
2003-IR (C-I) dated 10-11-2003. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the managment of Horladih 

Colliery of M/s. BCCL in dismissing Shri Shiv Lai 

Besra, M/Loader w.e.f. 25-10-02 is fair and justified? 

If not, to what relief is the said workman entitiled.” 

2. The case of workman Shiv Lai Besra as sponsored 
by the Union concerned is that he was a permanent 
M/Loader of the Horladih colliery, He was chargesheeted 
as per the charge sheet dt. 18-2-97. The domestic enquiry 
was conducted into the chargesheet. In course of the 
enquiry, he appeared on 10-04-2002 as per the 3rd Notice 
dated 14-3-2002 he appeared before the Enquiry Officer, 
but since the Enquiry Officer was not in the office, so he 
(workman) by his letter on the same day requested him to 
fix the next date for conducting enquiry, but its date was 
not communicated to him, and he got 2nd Show Cause 
notice enclosed with the ex-parte enquiry report dated 
8-6-2002. He represented to the Show Cause about the ex- 
parte enquiry dt. 25-3-2002 quite fake and fabricated with 
request to the Disciplinary Authority for a fresh enquiry 
into the matter of chargesheet. Neither his reply was 
considered nor it was further communicated to him. In 
course of the conciliation proceeding in the Industrial 
Dispute raised by the Union before the ALC (C), Dhanbad 
I I, his dismissal order was given by the management which 
was illegal and arbitrary, as the dismissal order was dated 
25-10-2002 one day after the registration of the I.D. oq 
24-10-2002. It has neither proper home address nor date of 
the signature o f the Disciplinary Authority. The dismissal 
order had illegally retrospective effect from 28-4-2003. As 
the entire enquiry proceeding was quite unfair, improper 
and against the principle of natural justice, so his dismissal 
was unjustified and illegal. Despite ample opportunity, no 


rejoinder on behalf of the workman filed by the Union 
concerned. 

3. Whereas the contra pleaded case of the Management 
with categorical denials is that Ex-employees Shiv Lai Besra 
was unauthorisidly absenting w.e.f. 22-4-1994, for which 
he was issued the charge sheet dtd. 18-2-1997 under clause 
26-1-1 of the Certified Standing Order of the Company by 
the Disciplinary Authority. But despite the chargesheet 
having been served upon him, he did not reply to it. So the 
Disciplinary Autority as per the letter dtd. 7/9-2-2002 
appointed Sri P.K.Srivastava, Dy. Personnel Manager, 
Bhalgora Project as Enquiry Officer, and Sri A.K. Jha as 
Management Representative for an enquiry. In spite of 
the Notices dated 23rd Feb., 4th and 14th March, 2002 to 
the workman for the enquiry on 4th, 14th and 25th March, 
2002, when the deligent workman did not appear in the 
enquiry, it was proceeded ex-parte against him. The 
Management Representative got his statement recorded. 
After holding the enquiry, the Enquiry Officer submitted 
his Enquiry Report along with the enquiry proceeding to 
te Disciplinary Authority, who sent the copy of the Enquiry 
Report to the workman for his reply within 15 days as per 
the letter No. 11229 dt. 16/17-7-2002. On the basis of the 
finding of the Enquiry Officer as per the record, the 
disciplinary Authority decided to impose penality of 
dismissal upon the workman. He had got also approval of 
the General Manager, Kustore Area, as per the Note Sheet 
dt. 29/21-8-2002 on 17-09-2002. Having found the written 
reply of the workman unsatisfactory, the Disciplinary 
Authority imposed upon him the punisment of his 
dismissal; accordingly as per the letter dt. 29-10-2002 of 
the Project Officer/Agent, Hurriladhi Colliery, the workman 
was dismissed with immediate effect. The workman was 
simultaneously instructed to apply in Form T for his 
gratuity and PF refund. The management had afforded 
him reasonable opportunity for his defence as per the 
rule of natural justice. So the action of Management for 
his dismissal was just, fair and legally viable. The workman 
is not entitled to any relief. 

The Management in its rejoinder pleaded that the 
workman did not avail of the opportunity for the reason 
known to him. 

FINDING WITH REASONING 

4. In this case, on the exparte examination of MW I A.K. 
Jha at preliminary point, the Tribunal as per order dated) 
2-8-2005 held the domestic enquiry against the workman 
unfair, improper and not in consonance with the Principle 
of natural justice. 

Therefore, the Management examined MWI Anirud Jha, 
Dy. Personnel Manager of the Colliery for on its behalf and 
WWI Shivlal Besra, the workman himself examined for the 
sponsoring union. 
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5. On consideration of the materials as produced on 
merit on behalf of the both the parties I find that according 
to the workman (WWI on merit) the workman Shiv Lai 
Besra on receipt of 3rd Notice appeared on 25-3-2002, and 
there was no enquiry proceeding, tor which he got date 
10-04-2002, but on the latter date the Enquiry Officer was 
not present so he gave the informaion of his presence in 
the office of the Enquiry Officer as per Ext. W. L thereafter 
he was not informed of the date of the Enquiry, and he got 
the Second Cause Notice related to the exparte Enquire' to 
his utter surprise; he also promptly submitted his reply 
through Regd. post No. 5917 dtd. 1-10-2002 marked as Ext. 

W. 2. The plea of the workman is that due to illness of f.B. 
he got absent from his duty since 22-4-1994, for which he 
was chargeseeted in the year 1997, though he got his 
treatement conveniently the Local Private Doctors (Ext. 

W. 3 senes, three Medical Cetifieates). 

On the other hand, upholding the misconduct of 
unauthorised absentism of the workman w.e.f. 22-4-1994 
and holding the Enquiry in the chargesheet dtd. 18-2-1997 
(Ext. M.l). M.W.l Anirudh Jha. Dy. Personnel Manager 
(on merit) has overstressed the previous absentism of the 
workman as a habitual absentee as per the Attendance 
Registers for the last three year 1994, 1993 and 1992 
(Ext. M. 2 to 4 series respectively) but his such evidence 
devoid of any pleading is absolutely inadmissible in the 
eye of the Law, 

6. On appreciation of materials on evidence, I do find 
that the punishment of dismissal to workman Shiv Lai Besra 
for a single proved misconduct of absentism irorn duty 
since 22-4-1994 under clause 26-1-1 of the Certified 
Standing Order by the Management is too harsh and 
dispropertionate to the nature of it, hence the dismissal 
order dt. 25-10-2002 (Ext.M.5) as passed by the Competent 
Authority is unsustainable legally. 

in result, the Reference is responded in its terms 
that the dismissal of workman Shiv Lai Besra, M/Loader 
from the services of I Iurliadih Colliery, w.e.f. 25-10-2002 by 
the management of Kustore Area niether just nor legal nor 
justified. So far as the relief of the workman is concerned, 
he is entitled only to reinstatement in his service but without 
back wages within two months from te receipt of its 
publication in te Gazette of India by the Central 
Government, as the workman had filed highly belated three 
Medical Certificates dtd. 6-3-1996.6-2-1999 and 25-3-2002 
(Ext. W. 3 series) for his alleged siekness/trealment. 

KISHORI RAM. Presiding Officer 
]2fW5T6 2012 

■3TT.3n.3084.—fHN SfffifnTTR, 1947 (1947 
14) ^ff *JTCT 17 STITTOT T-iXlS *KT!< '■TffpTTQyT ^ 

? M\ P i * tett afhafc t 2, 


Ml -t !'l»- '(MWIII 1 


W ( 3TT f S WIT 83/2004 ) TTl TOT t, 

Tip 4) TETTR Tfi 12-09-2012 ^T5fTO|3TT I 

TJyT-20012/56/2004-3TTs 3JR (BIRb-I)J 
~ir\ -j) id ■q/RR, njtfi srffim 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2012 

S.O. 3084. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 194/), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the awared (Ref. No. 83/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal No. 2, 
Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of MS BCCL and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
12-09-2012. 

[No. 1,-2001/2/56/2004-!R(CM-l) 
A.TEET KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRA!. GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAI - (N o. 2) AT D11ANBAD 

PRESENT 

Shri Kishori Ram, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of qn Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act., 1947 

Reference No. 83 of 2004. 

PARTIES : Employer in relation ro the management of 

Kustore Area of M/s BCCL and their 
workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman: Mr. B.N. Singh 

Rep. of the workman. 

On behalf of the Management: Mr. U.N. I al, Ld. 

Adv. 

State : Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 2nd August, 2012 

ORDER 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of he powers conferred on them under Section 10(l)(d) of 
the LD. Act, 1947 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal vide their Order No. L-20012/56/2004-IR(C-I) dated 
28-06-2004. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Kustore 
Colliery under Kustore Area of M/s BCCL P.O. 
Kustore, Distt. : Dhanbad in not providing 
employment to the dependant Son Sri Raju Bhuia of 


i. >< >«•> p am.><>">|f|p 11 m " T* 1 |: 1 .. 
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Late Govind Bhuia workman of Kustore Area, as per 
the provision of N.C.W. A. is proper and justified? If 
not, to what relief is the said dependant son of the 
deceased workman entitled”. 

2. None appeared either for the Union or for the petitioner 
nor any witness for the evidence of the workman produced. 
None appeared for the Management. 

Perused the case record, I find:- that the case has been 
pending for the evidence of the workman since 07-03-2006, 
for which several notices including last four Registered 
notices were issued to the Secretary of the Union 
concerned on its address noted in the Reference on 
08-11-2010,09-11-2011,10-01-2012,and 23-05-2012. Though 
two affidavits of workman Raju Bhuia for his deposition 
dtd. 29-12-2010 and 08-06-2011 filed, he did not appear for 
his cross-examination since thereafter. The conduct of the 
Representative for the Union as well as that of the workman 
clearly indicates the loss of their interest to proceed with 
the case. Under these circumstances proceeding with the 
case for uncertainity is unwarrantedly carrying the burden 
of the case. Hence the case is closed; and accordingly an 
order of nonexistent of Industrial dispute is passed. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
13 2012 

TT 3*1.3085.—3fl€ftfTOT 1947 (1947 

^FT14) 17 1 

TCOTSW ^ W TPsT 

17/2007) 13-09-2012 

Wrf § 3 TF i 

[4 ^-22013/1/2012-31^ 3TR (4-11)^ 

TFTTTF, auftRFltt 

New Delhi, the 13th September, 2012 

S.O. 3085. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Godavarikhani (i t /ID/17/2007) 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the management employers in relation to the of SCCL and 
their workman, which was received by the Centraf 
Government on 13-09-2012. 

[No. L-22013/1/2012-IR(C-H)] 
B.M. PATNAIK, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
GODAVARIKHANI 

PRESENT: SRI M.A. SAREEF, B.Sc.,LL.B, 

I ADDITIONAL SESSIONS JUDGE, 
KARIMNAGAR, FAC: Chairman, 

Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Godavarikhani. 

Tuesday, the 14 th day of August, 2012 

INDUSTRAJL DISPUTE No. 17 OF 2007 
BETWEEN:- 

Pulipaka Rajam, Ex-Coal Filler, E.C. No. 0911536, 

S/o Narasaiah, Aged about 44 years, 

C/o Sri K. Sudhakar Reddy, Advocate, 

Q.No. D-322, Gandhinagar, 

P.O. Godavarikhani, 

Dist: Karimnagar-505 209(A.P.)— Petitioner 
AND 

1. The Colliery Manager, S.C.Co., Ltd., 

GDK No. 6 Incline, P.O: Godavarikhani, Dist: 
Karimnagar-505 209 (A.P.) 

2. The General Manager, 

S.C.Co., Ltd,. RamagundamAreal, P.O: 
Godavarikhani, District Karimnagar-505 209 (A.P.); 

3. The Chairman & Managing Director, 

S.C.Co. Ltd., P.O. Kothagudem, 

Disrict: Khammam. —Respondents. 

This case is coming on 21.07.2012 before me for final 
heaming in the presence of Sri K.S. Reddy, Advocate for 
the petitioner and of Sri D.K. Murthy, Advocate, for the 
Respondents; and having been heard and having stood 
over for consideration till this day, the Court delivered the 
following:— 

AWARD 

1. This petition is filed U/Sec. 2-A-(2) of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 to reinstate the petitioner into service 
from setting aside the dismissal order dt. 06-04-2003. 

2. Tire averments of the petition are that the petitioner 
was appointed as 'Badili Filler' by the respondent company 
in January, 1984 and he was promoted as 'Coal Filler 1 w.e.f. 
1 -4-1989, as per office order dt. 30-09-1989 the petitioner 
was confirmed as 'Coal Filler’. From 1984 till 2000 the 
petitioner put more than 100 physical musters. During the 
year 2000 his health was not good, so, he started taking 
permission, however, he put 160 musters in the year 2000, 
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In the year 2001 is health condition deteriorate so he 
underwent treatment in Responent's company hospital and 
private hospitals. The wife of petitioner also fell seriously 
ill and was admitted in hospital, howver, in the year 2002 
the petitioner improved his attendance. In the year 2001, 
the first respondent issued charge sheet under company's 
standing order No. 25.25 to the petitioner alleging that 
“for your habitual absence from duty without sufficient 
cause during the year 2001”. The petitioner g3ve 
explanation but the respondent not satisfied with the 
explanation, held domestic enquiry, in which the pet itioner 
participated. As per the respondent's direction the 
petitioner improved his musters up to 77 in the year 2002 
but he again became ill, so, he could not put 20 musters 
p.m. from July, 2002, Hie second respondent without taking 
all these facts into consideration dismissed the petitioner 
from sendee w.e.f. 08-4-2003. During the period of six 
months observation also the petitioner fell ill. So he could 
not comply the require musters. The capital punishment ot 
removal from service is not proportionate to the 
misconduct of the petitioner, as sue the petitioner prayed 
to reinstate him into sendee by setting aside the dismissal 
order with continuity of service and all other consequnetial 
attandant benefits and with full back wages. 

3. The second Respondent filed counter admitting the 
fact that the petitioner was appointed into service of 
respondent's company on 20.01.1984 as Badili filler. From 
2001 to 2003 in no year the petitioner pu in 190 musters 
per year, so, he was charge sheeted. If the petitioner and 
his wife fell ill it was open for the petitioner to have taken 
mto treatment by reporting sick in colliery hospital and he 
would have obtained concerned leave also but the petitioner 
absented himself without informing any fact to the 
company as such a domestic enquiry was conducted and 
as the charges against the petitioner was proved he was 
dismissed from sendee. Therefore, the respondent prayed 
to dismiss the petition. 

4. From the above pleadings following issues were 
framed: - 

(1) Whether the domestic enquiry was not conducted 
fair and properly and it is perverse and bias. 

(2) Whether fair opportunity was not given to the 
petitioner to defend himself. 

(3) Whether the proceedings recorded in English 
language not known to the petitioner as he is an illiterate 
by obtaining the x-marks under the threat of 
insubordination. 

5. However, on 14-11-2011 the learned advocate forthe 
petitioner filed memo U/'s. 11-A of l.D. Act, that he is not 
questioning the domestic enquiry conducted by the 
respondent. Thereafter, this petition was posted for 
arguments from both sides. 


6. Heard both sides. 

7. The point for consideration is: 

Whether the petioner can be reinsated into service 

by setting aside the dismissal order and whether the 

punishment imposed is disproportionate to the 

misconduct? 

POINT: 

8. The learned advocate for the petitioner contended 
that because his ill-health ever since 2002 toe petitioner 
put less musters and even after the petitioner was given a 
chance to improve his musters, during that period he fell 
ill, so, he could not fulfill his musters, further, the learned 
advocate for the petitioner contended that the charge 
against the petitioner is of absenteeism and for the purpose 
the petitioner would not have been inilicated with capital 
punishment of dismissal from service Basing on his 
contention he relied on a decided case reported In 2002 
(1) ALD 314 of A.P., where it was held that At is a case of 
imposing the capital punishment ol dismissal from service 
for the alleged absenteeism and without observing basic 
principles of natural justice is not proper”. He referred 
another decided case reported in 1998 (LLN) 303 Scooter 
India Ltd., Vs. Labour Court, Lucknow where it was held 
that "re-instation of employee with 7 5% back wages by the 
Labour Court is within its powers, in fact wide pow'ers are 
vested in Labour Court, Labour Court can tamper justice 
with mercy and gave an opportunity to an earning work 
man to reform himself." He further relied on a decision 
reported in 2002(1) ALT 151 D.B.-BHEL vs PO Additional 
Industrial Tribunal, wherein it was held dial “the labour 
Court can interfere with the punishment if it is 
disproportionate to proved guilt.” He also relied on another 
decision reported in 2009-1V-LLJ, Pages 672 n 681 
between Chairman-cuni-Managing Director, COAL India 
Limited & Another, where the Labour Court granted re¬ 
instatement to the petitioner with all sorts of benefites. 

9. Basing on the above decided cases the learned 
advocate for the petitioner contended that the punishment 
imposed on the petitoner is disproportionate, in fact it is 
harsh and equal to taking away livlihood from the petitioner 
and his family. 

10. In reply to this the learned advocate for the 
respondents contended that if the petitioner fell il l he would 
have reported ill in the SCC hospital and he would have 
obtained medical leaves and other leaves whatever the 
petitioner is entitled, but admittedly the petitoner s absence 
is un-authorised therefore, his dismissal is quite reasonable, 
for which he relied on a decision reported in 2002(1) .ALD 
314 of A.P. High Court, where it was held that "termination 
from the service on the ground of continous absence from 
duty and such tenmnation cannot be challenged." The 
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facts of this case are different from the facts in the given 
case, so, the decided cases submitted by the petitioner are 
well applicable to this case as held in the case referred by 
the respondent, the petitioner was not absented completely 
but for bne year he was absented but that to not completely 
as he put some musters in the year 2002. In any case, the 
punishment imposed on the petitioner is very harsh and 
disproportionate as such the same is liable to be set aside, 

11. In the result, this petition is allowed, Accordingly 
the dismissal order dt. 06-04-2003 (Ex. M. 9) No. RGI/PER/ 
S/46/1693 is hereby set aside. The respondents are directed 
to reinsated the petitoner into service with countinuity of 
service with all consequential attendant benefits but 
without back wages. The respondents to pay a cost of 
Rs. 2,000 to the petitioner. 

Dictated to the P.A., transcribed by him, corrected and 
pronounced by me in Open Court, on this the 14th day of 
August, 2012. 

M. A. SHAREEF, Additional Sessions Judge 


APPENDIX OF EVIDENCE 
WITNESSES EXAMINED 


For Workman;- 


For Management :- 

-Nil- 



-Nil- 



EXHIBITS 

For workman: 



Ex.W-1 

- 

Pay Slip for the month of 12/1994 

Ex.W-2 

- 

Pay Slip for the month of 12/1995 

Ex.W-3 

- 

Pay Slip for the month of 11/1996 

Ex.W-4 

- 

Pay Slip for the month of 11/1997 

Ex.W-5 

- 

Pay Slip for the month of 11/1998- 

Ex.W-6 

- 

Pay Slip for the month of 11/1999 

For M anagement; 

- 


Ex.M-1 

Dt 

30D1-2002 

Charge sheet 

Ex.M-2 

Dt 

11-02-2002 

Reply to thecharge sheet 

Ex.M-3 

Dt 

10-03-2002 

Enquiry notice 

Ex.M-4 

Dt 

13-03-2002 

Enquiry proceedings 

Ex.M-5 

Dt 

21-03-2002 

Enquiry report * 

Ex.M-6 

Dt 

02-05-2002 

Show cause notice 

Ex.M-7 

Dt 

10-05-2002 

Mercy petetion sub¬ 
mitted to the respondent 

Ex.M-8 

Dt 

05-07-2002 

Office order (letter issued 


3^ ^ !T7 f I5~ 


to the petitioner by 
respondent for giving 
further ropportunity to 
improve attendance) 

Ex.M-9 Dtd. 06-04-2002 Office order-Dismissal 

order. 

17 2012 

44.3n.3086.—4>*^0 , 4 717447 7F|^ !?! , 'Jll') 47 
dHfed 3 ^74 4T74T 3T^f4 4T, f44K 3Tfafq44, 

1947 (1947 4414)44*1171 2 4f7I5(^) 4^-743; (vi)*F 
7U4>K4l WTaflfclWlK 44M44tt 
37f*RJ44T 7R«7T 44,34. 20-04-2012 ^171 ^f44T 4?fPT 

t4T 3Mf44T f44T4 3fM444, 1947 (1947 44 14) 4ft 
4«T4 2 3 f, 4TT 344 3tf*fWT ^ 

71 ^'ll , 4^ PciM, f44T4> 20-4-2012 7l s?: HIT! 4ft 

cf, -qer^T «TT; 

3^7 717447 4ft 714 f fa #4tf?4 3 344 44HT4f*T 

4ft W. WS 4ft 3tt7 44elT4f^ 4f fvpr 45T4T ^TFIT 3^14 f; 

314:, 314, 3ft^fiP|+ t44T4 3lfafwi, 1947 (1947 44 
14)44 4m2^7#S(f)^^4-74^;(vi)^ 47^^171^ 
4lf444f 44 44t4 4T77t fir 717447 444 33pT qft -344 

M'«b 20-10-2012^: 4171qft 
■4ildT4f4^ TdO. d1«=b Tlril 4*1 ftd 4Hdl 11 

[71.7771- 1 1017/5/9 7 - 31^ 31T7( ^ TTeT] 
4^ 4447/1, 71^44 7lf44 
New Delhi, the 17th September, 2012 

S.0.3086.—whereas the Central Government having 
been satisfied that the public interest so requires that in 
pursuance of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of the clause 
(n) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947), declared by the Notification of the Government 
of India in the Ministry of Labour and Employment dated 
20-04-2012 the service in Banking Industry which is covered 
by item 2 of the First Schedule to the Industrial disputes 
Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) to be a Public Utility Service for the 
purpose of the said Act, for a period of six months from the 
20th April, 2012. 

And whereas, the Central Government is of opinion 
that public interest requires the extension of the said period 
by a further period of six months. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of Section 2 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central Government 
hereby declares the said industry to be a Public Utility 
Service for the purposes of the said Act, for a period of six 
months with effect from the 20th October 2012. 

[No. S.-l 1017/5/97-IR(PL)] 
CHANDRA PRAKASH, Jt. Secy. 
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TlferTt, 18 2012 

RT|. 3TT. 3087.—'^HRV frRC RTR RKRT Fd^is 

R^SR ‘5opJ«fI/308 J RldART, RfTRR RKTR ^ RcKfa 
(T<T|RRRT y fa wr rT rr 3 RTf%) ^ RRfRTK RfrnR ftfa 
TTcf yRftnf srfafm, 1952 (1952 R4 19) (T^ART 
3jfRfRRRRT TFlfrRTf^)RftRKT17RTtRR-Rm(l)^#5 
(R>) atcFfcT KRR RFRTR "gRT TTH Rfr KKT F££ Tit T| "4114 

RTRcRfARlt I 


2, RRfA 3<W yfdKH^WSTf^rR^73^517 (1) 
(R7) A arcPfcTf^RKF01-04-1954 
23 IdRHl, 1981 R>t TRi 3TfR*iRil iHhci RH RRT Rf I 


3 . 3^R 'RRIRj 3TR TURK ^ *RR R Rif RR 3TFRT 1ftfr 
^R yfdMH R 22-08-2011 R 3TFft ^ ^T^rftfcT RR Rt t 4k 
3T®T 


4. 3TcT:, m, WAR, Td^gTCf TAT RffitRRR Rft 
ART 17 Rfl TT-RKT (4) 1IRT yRT RfRRRT RTT RTf 3 4 * * 7 ! RTRIT 
22-08-2011 kTTRTfdWTRRy^ RRRRT^RRTTTRcfl 11 


[FT. TFI-35017/2/2012-(T^-II)] 
-%m RTKR, 3RR kIRR 
New Delhi, the 18th September, 2012 

S.O.3087.—Whereas M/s. French Motor Car Co. 
Limited [under Code No. WB/308 in Kolkata, West Bengal 
region] (hereinafter referred to as the establishment) has 
applied for cancellation of exemption granted by 
Government of India under clause (a) of sub-section (1) of 
Section 17 of the Employees’ Provident Funds and 
Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) (hereinafter 
referred to as the Act). 

2. Whereas a notification dated 23 rd December, 1981 
granting exemption w.e.f 01-04-1954 under Section 17(l)(a) 
of the said Act to the said establishment was published in 
the Gazette of India. 

3. And whereas, now it has come to the notice to the 
Government that the establishment has surrendered its 
exemption with effect from the 22-08-2011 and it is no longer 
carrying on any activity. 

4. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (4) of Section 17 of the said Act, the Centra! 

Government hereby cancels the exemption granted to the 

said establishment with effect from the 22-08-2011. 


[No. S-35017/2/2012-SS-n] 
SUBHASH KUMAR, Under Secy. 


18 fRcKRT, 2012 

RTT.3R3088. —RRfrh ^RFf frRcTT RR Rlf^ |ktkR 
R7. %. (R?TR? &R fr Rfrg: WIT TRT^/211039 Ri 3ffi*fa) 

(Sfft TO H RT RK fr RTfRcT) R r 4RK1 fRfa 
4k yrfrjf -jrrr ttMRrr, 1952 (1952 tit 19 ) OtTjW 
3TMRRR ^ TR A RTfRd) A" 3RKfa fRfrfa RKfekt Rf^A 
fRffr RmhI, 1952 ( RldRIRT FR A RRfRcT) # Ra 27 

R> Ri 3frpifr "A fRtT 33lfr5R ffriRT f' I 

2. 4kRRfRl RRgiT RTRTRcR AAR, 3RRRRT? rR RT 
RRR 4 3Tt>9fdtBR R^ RfrKA Mk-fRAA RtFRMwi rR ART 
6 A fRfRf^e iRRRf Rft cJTFTT 4 A dAlR4i ^ fdT RRT 

Rf f 3lk aRarI TW 3lffrfRRR 3TRRT RRRT R^ 4 a4a R|?T 
FRTR ^ ftTAt 3FR yPdMR 3 °h4^lR4f ^ RRR R 

RTeft 3FR fRffr R^fRRT3f[ RTT r) RTR 7RI ^ I 

3. 3TR: 3TR 3tbyin'll 27R"R/ ?RT ydd ^1^41 RH 

RRfrT RRH |R RRR 3 RRR-RRR RT Rdf R^ 

ytRTKRR) yfd'RiR R0 01-04-2010 R 3PTR. 
3TT^/3lfrrfJRRT Rlfr cRF tRFRT TR RTT^h IRtTR 
Ri. feT., 3lffrRiTR 2(viii) ^ 3in j ld HR-Hiftid 

4. 16-11-2007 RRT 31 -03-2010 R> R^T RR 31RfR ^ 

RRR ^ RR4T 3TRT Rt FRRT( ^ iRRRTRk 11 tRRRRt 

RR |R yfdhiR ^ %RTR> Riff dTRRlRRl RdfRlf R RRR Rf 
Fh^I fRRT RTRT % RR RRT iRT fR OfAR ^ affcRl FMr R fcdRl 
RTT I 

[R. TR“ 35015/12/2011 -TRTRTF] 
R;OR 'ARK, 3KK RfRR 
New Delhi, the 18th September, 2012 

S.0.3088.— Whereas M/s Birla Sun Life Insurance 
Company Ltd., (under Code No. MH/211039 in Maharashtra 
Region) (hereinafter referred to as the establishment) has 
applied for exemption under para 27A of the Employees 
Provident Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as 
the Scheme) framed under the Employees’ Provident Funds 
and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952, (No. 19ofl952) 
(hereinafter referred to as the Act.) 

2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution are 
not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in Section 6 of the said Act and the employees 
are also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits 
provided under the said Actor under the Scheme, 1952 in 
relation to the employees in any other establishment of 
similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
under paragraph 27 A of the said Scheme and subject to the 
conditions specified in this regard from time to time, the 
Central Government hereby exempts the class of employees 
defined under Rule 2(viii) of M/s. Birla Sun Life Insurance 
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Company Ltd., Officers Provident Fund w.e.f. 01-04-2010 
until further order/notification. 

A. As regards the period between 16-11-2007 and 
31-03-2010, the grant of exemption is still under 
consideration of the Government. EPFO is directed not to 
take any coercive action against the establishmeent till 
such time a final decision is conveyed in the matter. 

[No. S-35015/12/2011-SS-II] 
SUBHASH KUMAR, Under Secy. 

18 2012 

^T.a^T.3089.—tl^HPd, # 07-09-2012 

(A/N) 73 *k«4>k 3tleiiPi c h 9P3’ 5 iPnvPi, 

^ 3rf*rerrft ^ m 3 65 ^ Tjrt 

3T«ff^ 31-12-2015 fW 3PTvr an^ff ^ ^ 

f[, wtti 

[71. T(-11016/06/2011 -Tit TTef TTH-II] 

summit, 

New Delhi, the 18th September, 2012 
S. O. 3089.—The President is pleased to appoint 
Shri Lai Chand Dey as Presiding Officer of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Guwahati w.e.f. 07-09-2012 (A/N) for a period upto 
31-12-2015 i.e. till attaining the age of 65 years or until 
further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[No. A-11016/06/2011 -CLS-ITj 
AJAY JOSHI, Under Secy. 


18 fUdMl, 2012 

^rr.an.3090 .—(m $ wrefci 

3T#5Rt^f^PT^PtFT) fW, 1976 1987) 

10^ -3^-fWT (4) m afkT^FTR ^ 

80 SifrWd =t)4-dlf<4i % 3TR TTFrT ^7 fePTT t, 

<7d<£Ki f 

4.4^10 TF^^TTfTTP, tT%wr 
[73. f-U017/l/2006-U^T.4t.] 
^ TTf^ 

New Delhi, the 18 th September, 2012 
S.0.3090.—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 
of the Official Language (Use for official purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976 (as amended 1987) the Central 
Government hereby notifies following office under the 
administrative control of the Ministry of Labour and 
Employment, at least 80% Staff whereof have acquired 
working knowledge of Hindi:— 

Sub-Regional Office, Employees’ 

State Insurance Corporation, Rohini 

[No. E-l 1071/1/2006-RBN] 
CHANDRA PRAKASH, Jt. Secy. 
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